CITY OF SAN DIEGO

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
335

Oa ‘91 3 RECOMMENDATIONS o2

COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP /STAFF*S /PLANNING COMMISSION

Project Manager must compiete the following information for the Council docket:

CASE NO. 51076

STAFF’S
DENY the appsal and UPHOLD the Planning Commission’s decision to approve the Stebbins Rasidencs, proisct No

51076; Ceriify Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and adopt Mitigation, Monitoring, end Reparting Program
(MMRP); approve Coastal Deveiopment Permit (CDP), and Site Development Permit (SDP) 1o allow the demolition of
the existing duplex, and the construction of & new three-story single family residence above a basement garage, and 1o
allow for a deviation from the regulations for Special Fiood Hazard Areas,

PLANNING COMMISSION (List names of Commissioners voung vea or nay)

NAYS: None
ABSTAINING: (Vacant)

TC: Approve Coastal Development Permit, Site Develepment Permit, Certify Mitigated Negative Declaration. and
adopt associated MMRP. :

COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP

LIST NAME OF GROUPY

No officially recogmzed‘conunumty planning group for this area. .

Community Planning Group has been notified of this project and has not submitied a recommendanor.

Community Planning Group has been notified of this project and has not taken a position.

AN

s

Community Planning Group has recommendsd approval of this project.
Community Planning Group hes recommeandsa denial of thus projsct,
This is 2 matter of City-wide effect. The following community groun has teken a position on the item:

In favor: 4
Opposed:

i~

By Lailz Iskangar
Projsct Manager
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MEMORANDUM
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DATE: June 13, 2007
TO: Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers - e Z
FROM: City Attorney

SUBJECT: In Relation to the Appeal of the Planning Commission's Decision to Approve the -

Issuance of a Site Development Permxt for the Stebbins Residence, Project
No. 51076

INTRODUCTION

On March 1, 2007, the Planning Commission approved a Coastal Development Permit [CDP)
and Site Development Permit [SDP], certified the Mitigated Negative Declaration [MND] and
adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program [MMRP] for the Stebbins Residence—
a project invoiving the demolition of an existing single-story duplex and the construction of a
1,749 square-foot three-story single-family residence on a 2,500 square-foot lot. A.Site
Devclopmcnt Permit is needed because the project inciudes a request to deviate from the
applicable Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Regulations to allow 2 portion of the new
structure to be located below the base flood elevation for below grade parking (subterranean two-
car garage with storage area). The property 1s located within a 100 year floodplain and is within
a Special Flood Hazard Area [SFHA]. See San-Diego Municipal Code [SDMC]

sections 143.0110 Table 143-01A, 126.0504(a)(b)(c) & (d) and 143.0150(2) & (b); Staff Report
to Planning Commission, Report No. PC-07-010 (January 30, 2007).

On or about March 14, 2007, the determination of the Planning Commission was appealed to
City Council. A hearing is currently scheduled for June 19, 2007, at which time the City Council
will be asked to decide whether to grant or deny the appeal. Pursuant to San Diego Municipal
Code section 112.0508(c), grounds for appeal of this Process Four Decision may include:

1. Factual Eyror. The statements or evidence relied upon by the
decision maker when approving, conditionally approving, or |
denying a permit, map, or other matter were inaccurate;

[0

New Information. New information is available to the applicant or
the interested person that was not available through that person’s
‘reasonable efforts or due diligence at the time of the decision;
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3. Findings Not Supported. The decision maker’s stated findings to
approve, conditionally approve, or deny the permit, map, or other

matter are not supported by the information provided to the
decision maker;

4. Conflicts. The decision to approve, conditionally approve, or deny
the permit, map, or other matter is in conflict with a land use plan,
a City Council policy, or the Municipal Code; or

U

Citywide Significance. The matter being appealed 1s of citywide
significance.

On appeal of the Mitigated Negative Declaration, the City Council, per Section 112.0520(d),
shall, by majority vote:

1. Deny the appeal, uphold the environmental determination and
adopt the CEQA findings of the previous decision-maker, where
appropriate; or

2>

Grant the appeal and make a superceding environmental
determination or CEQA findings; or

s>

Grant the appeal, set aside the environmental determination, and
remand the matter to the previous decision-maker, in accordance
with section 112.0520(f), to reconsider the environmental
determination that incorporaies any direction or instruction the
City Council deems appropriate.

One of the issues on appeal is whether the Federal Emergency Management Administration
[FEMA] Regulations, Section 60.6(a) of Title 44 of the Code of Reguiations [44 CFR
Section 60.6(a)] (and as expressly referenced in Council Policy 600-14), apply to this project;
.and if so, whether these standards bave been complied with. See Report To City Council,
May 16, 2007, Report No. 07-091. In determining whether to approve the Site Development
Permit for this project, the Planning Commission did not make the findings of 44 CFR
Section 60.6(a), which are identified in Council Policy 600.14."

! Although normally the Deveiopment Services Department [DSD] makes a written recommendation to City
Council on appeal, DSD is not required to do so in every case. Section 112.0401(b) oaly requirss a written
recommendation where feasible. Given the nature of this appeal and the determinations to bs made based upon the
applicability of federal standards to these particular facts (e.g. exceptional hardship), it may not be feasible for DSD
to make a written recommendation at this ume. ,
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QUESTION PRESENTED

Do the findings of 44 CFR Section 69.6(a) (as incorporated into Council Policy 600-14) need to
be made in order to approve an SDP for this project?

SHORT ANSWER

Yes. The findings of 44 CFR Section 69.6(a) (as incorporated into Council Policy 600-14) need
to be made in order to approve an SDP for this project.

LEGAL ANALYSIS

Under FEMA s National Flood Insurance Program [NFIP], the City of San Diego qualifies for
the sale of federally-subsidized flood insurance if the City adopts and enforces its floodplain
management requirements that meet or exceed the minimum NFIP standards and requirements.
See 44 CFR Section 59.2(b) and Part 60. The City’s floodplain management requirements must
at a2 minimum, be designed to reduce or avoid future flood, mudslide (i.e., mudflow) or flood-
rélated erosion damages and must include effective enforcement provisions. See FEMA s
Floodplain Managemen! Requirements A Study Guide and Desk Reference jor Local Officiais,
Page 5-4.

'y

FEMA Regulations [44 CFR Section 60.6(a}] expressly identify the procedures for communities
to follow when graniing a variance, or in this case a deviation:

i,V ariaﬁces shall not be 1ssued by a community within any
designated regulatory floodway if any increase in flood levels
during the base flood discharge would result;

!Q

Variances may be issued by a community for new construction and
substantial improvements to be erected on a lot of one-half acre or
less in size contiguous to and surrounded by lots with existing
structures constructed below the base flood level, in conformance
with the procedures of paragraphs (a)(3), (4), (5) and (6) of this
section;

Variances shall only be issued by a community upon

(3]

1. a showing of good and sufficient cause,

i1, a determination that failure to grant the variance
would result in exceptional hardship to the
applicant, and

1l a determination that the granting of a variance will
not result in increased flood heights, additional
threats to pubiic safety, extraordinary public
expense, create nuisances, cause fraud on or



Honorable Mayor
and City Councilmembers
June 13, 2007

P22 400918

victimization of the public, or conflict with existing
local laws or ordinances;

4. Variances shall only be issued upon a determination that the
variance is the minimum necessary, considering the flood hazard,
to afford relief;

wh

A community shall notify the applicant in writing over the
signature of a community official that

1. the issuance of a variance to construct a structure
below the base flood level will result in increased
premium rates for flood insurance up to amounts as
high as §25 for $100 of insurance coverage and

ii. such construction below the base flood level
increases risks to life and property. Such
notification shall be maintained witk a record of all
variance actions as required in paragraph (a)(6) of
this section; and

6. A community shall (i) maintain a record of all variance actions,
including justification for their issuance, and (ii) report such
variances issued in its annual or biennial report submitted to the
Administrator.

FEMA interprets these requirements to mean that, “[a] review board hearing a variance request
must not only follow procedures given in the NFIP criteria, it must consider the NFIP criteria in
making its decision.” See FEMA’s Floodplain Management Requirements A Study Guide and
Desk Reference for Local Officials, Page 7-45. In Interpreting its own standards, FEMA has
provided guidance to assist communities in determining whether the applicant for a project has
demonstrated good and sufficient cause and hardship to justify a deviation:

Good and sufficient cause. The applicant must show good and
sufficient cause for a variance. Remember, the variance must pertain
to the land, not its owners or residents. Here are some common
complaints about floodplain rules that are NOT good and sufficient
cause for a variance:

e The value of the property wilt drop somewhat.

o [t will be inconvenient for the property owner.

e The owner doesn’t have enough money to comply.

e The property will look different from others in the neighborhood.

» The owner staried building without a permit and now it will cost 2
Jot to bring the building into compliance.
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Hardship. The concept of unnecessary hardship is the corerstone of
all variance standards. Stnict adherence to this concept across the
country has iimited the granting of variances.

The applicant has the burden of providing unnecessary hardship.
Reasons for granting the variance must be substantial; the proof must
be compelling. The claimed hardship must be exceptional, unusual
and peculiar to the property involved. Financial hardship,
inconvenience, assthetic considerations, physical handicaps, personal
preferences or the disapproval of one’s neighbors do not qualify as
exceptional hardships.

The local board must weigh the applicant’s plea of hardship against
the purpose of the ordinance. Given a request for 2 variance from
floodplain elevation requirements, the board must decide whether the
hardship the applicant claims outweighs the long-term risk to the
owners and occupants of the building would face, as well as the
community’s need for strictly enforced regulations that protect its

citizens from flood danger and damage.

When considering variances to flood protection ordinances, local
boards continually face the difficult task of frequently having to deny
requests from applicants whose personal circurnstances evoke
compassion, bui whose hardships are simply not sufficient to justfy
deviation from community-wide flood damage prevention -
requirements.

See FEMA's Floodplain Management Requzrements A Study Guide and Desk Reference for
Local Officials, Pages 7-45 and 7-46.°

Historically, the City of San Diego’s approved floodplain management requirements were a
combination of the City Municipal Code provisions, found at Sections 62.0423, 91.8901 and
101.0462, and Council Policy 600-14. Both Section 62.0423 and 91.8901 incorporated by
reference Council Policy 600-14. After the Land Development Code [LDC] was streamlined and-
amended in January 2000, reference to Council Policy 600-14 was removed from the Municipal
Code. Council Policy 600-14, both before and after the January 2000 LDC amendments,

2 The requirement for demonstrating good cause and exceptional hardship before graming a deviation dates to 1976.
- The federal regulatory history of 44 CFR Part 60 is found in the Federal Register at 40 Fed. Reg. 13419, 13420
{(March 26, 1875) and 41 Fed. Reg. 46961, 46962, 46966 and 46979 (October 26, 1976). “The proposed regulations
did not intend 1o set absolute criteria for granting of a variance, since it is the community which, after appropriate
review, approves or disapproves a request. Rather, the regulations support FLA s authority to review the grounds on
which variances were granted and to wke action (inciuding action to suspend) where a pattern of variance issuances
indicates an absence of unusual hardship or just and sufficient cause. For example, in the instance of a community
issuing a variance for a structure to be erected on a lot excesding one-half acre. the final rule reflects FIA s position -
thar the degree of wechnical justification required increases greatly and that extreme and undue hardship must be
shown.” 41 Fed. Reg. at 46966,
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identified the criteria for granting a variance consistent with FEMA Regulations 44 CFR.-
Section-60.6(a). Although Council Policy 600-14 is no longer incorporated by reference into the
LDC, this Poiicy still remains in effect and, thus, City Council is subject to its terms. The last
time Council Policy 600-14 was amended was in December 2000. In addition, Section
143.0145(d) of the LDC makes clear that *...ali other applicable requirements and regulations of
FEMA apply to all development proposing to encroach into a Special Flood Hazard Area,
including both the floodway and flood fringe areas. ..” Therefore, the LDC on its fact
incorporates by reference the requirements of 44 CFR Section 60.6(a). -

Because a Special Flood Hazard Area is considered an environmentally sensitive lands [ESL)
area, a Site Development Permit is necessary per SDMC section 126.0504(a) and (b). The
normal findings for a Site Development Permit for projects on ESLs are:

1. The proposed development will not adversely affect the applicable
land use plan;

The proposed development will not be detrimental to the public -
health, safety, and welfare;

(3]

The proposed development will comply with the applicable
regulations of the Land Development Code;

LW I

4, The site is phyvsically suitable for the design and siting of the
proposed development and the development will result in
minimum disturbance to environmentally sensitive lands;

5. The proposed development will minimize the alieration of narral
land forms and will not result in undue risk from geologic and
erosional forces, flood hazards, or fire hazards;

6. The proposed development will be sited and designed to prevent
adverse impacts on any adjacent environmentaliy sensitive lands;

7. The proposed development will be consistent with the City of San
Diego’s Muliiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea
Plan;

8. The proposed development will not contribute to the erosion of
public beaches or adversely impact local shoreline sand supply,
and '

9. The nature and extent of mirigation required as a condition of the
permiit is reasonably related to, and calcnlated to alleviate, negative
impacts created by the proposed development. '
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In addition to the above findings for a Site Development Permit, any deviation from the
Environmentally Sensitive Land Regulations where the project is within & Special Flood Hazard

Area also requires the following supplemental findings be made, pursuant to SDMC
section 143.0150(a) & (b), 126.0504(c) & (d):

1. There are no feasible measures that can further minimize the
potential adverse effects on environmentally sensitive lands;

!J

The proposed deviation is the minimum necessary to afford relief
from special circumstances or conditions of the land, not of the
applicant’s making;

3. The City Engineer has determined that the proposed development,
within any designated floodway will not result in an increase in
flood levels during the base flood discharge; and,

4. The City Engineer has determined that the deviation would not

result in additional threats to public safety, extraordinary public

expense, or create a public nuisance,
Therefore, in order to grant the deviation for this project under the Land Development Code, all
13 findings, as identified above, must be made, as supported by substantial evidence in the
record. One of the express requirements is that “the proposed development will comply with the
applicable regulations of the Land Development Code.” In as much as the LDC incorporates by
reference the FEMA standards, it is clear that FEMA standards will also apply to this project.
This would inciude the provisions of 44 CFR Section 60.6(2). Council Policy 600-14 further
demonstrates the need to ensure Section 60.6(a) is complied with before a deviation is granted
since it expressly identifies this FEMA regulaiory criteria.

CONCLUSION

Among the many issues the City Council must consider in determining whether to grant or deny
‘the appeal, the City Council must also decide whether substantial evidence in the record supports
the findings for granting a Site Development Permit, which includes the findings of 44 CFR
Section 60.6(a) of the FEMA Regulations (as incorporated by reference into the Land
Development Code and as expressly referenced in Council Policy 600-14).

MICHAEL J. AGUIRRE, City Attorney

y e
By //‘% ém
Shirley R.[Edwards

Chief Deputy City Atiorney
SRE:pev
MS-2007-7
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THz CiTYy oF SaN Dies

ReporT TO THE CITY CO‘UNCIL

DATE ISSUED:  Mey 16, 2007 REPGRT NO.: g7-pe1

ATTENTION: Coun:ii Premd"'n ami City Council
Docket -of May 22, 2007
SUBJECT: Stebbins Resid; ce - Pro_}f::t Ne. 51076, Council District 2
Process Four Appeal '

REFERENCE: Report to the Planning Commuission No. PC-07-010 (Attachment 26)

REQUESTED ACTION; Should the City Council approve or deny zn appeal of the
Planning Commission’s decision 10 approve 2 Coastal Development Permit (CDP), and
Site Davelopment Permit (SDP) 1o allow the demolition of an existing dupiex, and the
conswuction of & new three-story single family residence above 2 baser ent garage, wiih 2
deviation from the regulations for Special Flood Hzzard Arees? S

STAFF RECOMMEND A TION:

1. DENY the appeal and UPHOLD the Planning Commission’s dezision 1o
&PPROVE Coastal Development Permit No. 147134, and Siie
Development Permut No. 389539,

2. CERTIFY Mingated Negative Declaration No. 31076, and ADOPT the
Mitigation, Monitering, and Reporting Program.
SUMMARY:

Plannine Cormrmission Decision:

On March 1, 2007, the City of San wego Planning Comumission certifisd the Miticated
Negative Declaration ané approvad the propossd nrow:: (Attachment 8). Th: unanimous
dscision to approve the prpj_a~1 wzs preceded by & February §, 2007 hna_—'mg‘ hsr:i; he

Planning Commission directed the applicant to demonstrals and further claxiiy the flood-
proofing technigues empioyad in the project design.

Appeal Issues:

Cn Mareh 14, 2007, an appeal of the Planning Commission’s dacision was fjed assemine
facmual error, conflict with other matters, nndmgs not supported, new information, and cit
wide significance (Anachment 13). These issues are discussed further in this report.

-

v—l
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Backoround:

The project is located at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard within the Ocezan R2ach Pracige

Pian and Local Cozstal Program Land Use Plan (Anachment 1). The Precise Pian
‘designates the (.037-acre site and surrounding neighborhood for multi-family land vse 21 2
. meaximun density of 25 gwelling units per acre (Awachment 2). The site is zoned RM 2-4

and subject 1o the applicable regulation of the Land Development Cods (Attachment 4),

'I'nb single-stary, 1,250 square-1oot duplex was conswuctad in 1953, The project site is
urrounded by establisned multi-family residential devaiopments to the wast, 225t souih
and Ocean Beach Dog Park to the northwest. The San Diego Riveris located
- approximately 650 feet to the norin of the DTO‘DOS“G development and the Pazific Ocean 1o
the west (Attachment 3).

Eroizct Dascription:

The projzct is requesting z Coastal Development Permit (CDP) ané 2 Site Develonment
Permit (SDP) 1n accordance with the City of San Diego Land Davsaiopmean: Code 1o
demolish an existng single-story dupiex and construct z thres-siory s-intzie familv residence
on & 2,500 square-foot lot. The project includes 2 reguest 1o deviate from the applicable
Znvironmentally Sensitve Lands (._ST ) Regulauons to aliow z pordon of the new strusturs

[Fa QRN R QPR
‘:I‘JUI| 2IEVan -m 'H'\ .n--,...-v h—\ nr-n\nn-n F\nln?rr renfe AT e A e e a
ks WL et el Sededa B S i

property. Tne Coastal Development Permit is required for the demoliton and new
constuction on the properry and the Site Devalopment Permit is required to aliow for the
deviztion to tne ESL regulanons .

P N B P T - - T
L e IVLOLTU UTaU Y LT -

The proposad 1,749 squars-foot singie family residence would include 20 offce. master
pedroom, Two bathrooms anc a patio on the first level; a kitchen, dining room. living room,
bathroom and twe decks on the second level; and 2 lofi and a de:k on the thiré-floor level.
The prOJect would aiso includ= a subterransan Two-car garage with a storage arsa. The
design of the structure is & contemporary style utilizing clean straight lines, multiple
building planes and facade articulations, large balconies and metal and glass accents
(Atachment 5). The propossd design would comply with all of the appliceple
development regutations of the RM-2-4 Zone including the 30-foot height limit,

Whereas the new sTucture may represent e notable change from that of the exi sting
structure and, would be dissimilar 10 the row of old Guplexes, the design of the residence
would be consistent with new single-family homes throughour the QOcean Beach
community and compatible with adjacent two and three-story strucmures in the
neighvornood. Likewise, the proposed residential soucture would be consisteu’. with the

cean Beach Precise Plan that envision2d new and revitaiizad gevelopment, and the
oroject woud conform io the Land Development Code regulations with the amn oval of the
appropriate development DS,
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Communirv Plan Analvsis:

The project site is located on one side of 2 block consisting of 1-story duplexes. The
architectural styvie of the exisung duplexes 1s virtually identical and has been determined
not 10 be historically significant. Many of the smucmurss are dilapidated and in nesd of
repair/remodeling and the proposzl woulc be consistent with the Oczan Beach Action
TJla.n s objscive to “Renovate substandard and dilapidazed propery” (Residental Element)
and "Promote the continuanon of an economically bzlanced housing maricer, proviéing for
all age groups anc Iatmly rvpes” (Residential Elemens). -

As originglly submitied, the project included the demolition of the existing duplex and
construction of 2 1,751 (o:ig.inal propesal) square-foot three-story dweliing zné
subterransan narkmg garags. Staif initially had concerns regarding the bulk and scale
portreved in the first suormual as it lacked the ofi-seming planes and building arculation
of the final design. The issue of bulk and scale was addressed when the applicant zfrer
mesting with $teif, incorporated several design changes that servad o further break down
the bulk of the original submiwal in 2 manner that preserves the characier of smali-
residential devejopment in the community.

The revised proimt would be consistent with the Ocean Beach Precise Plan. - At three
stories, the Dro; ct would D" of 2 larger scale than 1mm=a1at=lv surrounding deveiopment,

-

— A e e o v 5 1' TEIMTI S i Almositr T ~R ~—
LAY e Y ey Llie u» p - ¥V \JU—J\- u..nu.-.- uau.."u A LiidiAel: o .DL\JJ \ ou UHLL-LJ --D Wil we ULU@I\ LU !..L.lc

immediaie north of West Point Loma Boulevard. In additon, the projsct area is mappad
within the 100-vear fioodplzin and the *nsmcﬁoa: on development within the floodplain
require that the first floor be 2 feet above the bese flood elsvation, which would efactvely
render the ground floor uninhabitable for most properties in this area. This condition and
the RM-2-4 zone requirsmeni that 25 percent of FAR be utilized for parking 12d the
applican: 1o waterproof the garage in order 10 avoid having part of the ground floor level
devoted 10 parking, which, in turm, would have drastically reduced nabitable space. The
projest proposal incindss & modest increase in sguars footags from 1,230 10 1,749 and the
epplicant has submitied & design that is well-ariculated with pronounced step backs on
both the second and fhird stories which would enhance pedestian onentation alone the
pubiic right-of-way. The thi"d story roof 1s also sioped down in front to further bre cak up
the scale of the proposal. Further, the proposal observes the thirry-foot height limit of the
Coastal Overlay Zons.

Staff concluded that the propossd design tvpifies “small-scale” low-density development -
anc¢ would be consistent with both the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and the Action Plan goais
for redevelopment ané owner occupisd housing. This determination was besed on the weli
articulated design which reduces the bulk of the structure and observes the Coastal Owerlav
height limit while mindful of the site’s phvsical constraints and regulatory issues which
include the floodplain and zoning limitations on floor area ratio.

The project is lozated b stween The first public o 1ghi-oi-way and the ocean and therefore
1ssues of coastal aceess (phyvsical and visual) must be addressed. The proposal would noi
impact any physical access e the coest. In addidon, there are no publi‘-: view cornaors

Page 3 0f 10
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1denunied i the arsa by either the Ocezan Beach Precise Plan or the Ozean Beach Action
Plan. Nonstheless, the project would respect setback requirements and 2 thrae foot view
cormdor would be providec along the zast and wesi sides of the property through 2 d ead
restriction 10 preserve visws loward Dog 3zach and the San Diego River.

Epvironmental Analvsis:

The project site is within the 100 vear floodplain and is therefors considerad
environmentzlly sensitve land. However, pravious site grading end consmucton of the
existng duplex completely disturped the site. The property is relatvely flat with an
elevation of § feet above mean sea level. The site does not include any sensitive
topographical or biolegical resources and is neither within or adjacent to Multi-Habitat
Planning Area (MHPA) lands. A Mingated Neganve Declaration dated November 2, 2006,
has besn prepared for this project in accordance with State CEQA guidelines, znd 2
Mitigatiorn, Monitoring and Reporting Program is required for Archasological Resources 1o
reduce any potential impacts 1o below 2 level of significance.

The Inital Smdy for the project also addressed geologic conditions, human nealth/public
saiery, historical resources, and water quality. (Prior 10 preparing the Initial Study, sta®
zlso evaluated potential impacts 1n 2ll of the 1ssue areas iisted in the MND's Ininial Stdy
Checklist.) |

Proieci-Relatad Issues:

Appeal Issnes:

On Mareh 14, 2007, ar appeel was filec by Mr. Randy Berkman, and Mr. Larry Watson
esserting Tacwual error, conilict with other matters, and findings not supported, new
informanor, and ciry-wide signinicance (Amaciment 13). Thess issues are addressed
below in the approximate order they appear within the appez] and inciude staffs response:

Avppeal Issue No. 1@ Appeliant asserts that the Council Policy 600-14 is not address=d in

the MIND.

Staff Response:  The intent of Council Policy 600-14 is to promote the public health,
safety and general welfare, and 1o minimize public and private lesses due to flooding and
flood conditions in specific areas by regulating development within Special Flood Hazard
Arses: Council Policy 80C-14 was incorporated into the Land Development Code,
Epwvironmmentally Sensive Lands Section (143.0145 and 143.0146) as 2 part of the 2000
Land Development Code update ané 18 no longer in effect as 2 regulatory document,
Therefore, it is not necessary to reference it in the Mitigated Negarive Declaration.

Appeal Isspe No. 2: Appellant claims that New Informadion was provided during the
nearing which was not disclosed in the MND,

Stafl Response: Development Services oniginally determined that the proposed projec
coulc not be supporied by siail. However, after consuliation with the City Enginesr and

-l
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Turther review of the proposad water proofing, Tlood conmol mathods and the szucmaral
design of the project, starf concluded that the deviation to allow the buildine below the
base flood elevation could be favorably recommended 1o the decision maker, The
Mivgated Negative Declaration was prepared and distibuted for public review on
September 18, 2006, The environmenial cocurm ent is based on the Anal nrojes: and
identifi=d that the proposed project incluéad & Aeviation for underg.round-nanun o. There ic
no CEQA reguirement for the lead agency to discuss project revisions that occurrad
throughowt the revisw process or now staff arived ar final project determinations prior to
public review of the CEZQA document. )

Appeal Issue No. 3: Appellant claims that FEMLA Technical Bulletin 6-93 "Sw ctly

Prohibits" parking under residence in Flood Plains. The appeal also states that FEMLA
Technical Bulletin 3-93 was improperly cited in the MND becauss it appiies to non-

residendal structurss, o

SL..ffR"SbOI‘.Q‘" The FEMA Technical Bullztins are not applicable 1o the project end staff
erermined ihat the proposed subterranean parking may be permited with a Site

Deve lonmnnt Permit reguesting & deviation 1o the anzronmmtal]y Sensitive Lands (ESL)

Remlauons of the Land Development Code which are the basis for project review in 2

Tiood Plain. The staff determination was basaed on uonsultamon with the City Enginaer

afier review of the propossd dewatering and '1ood DTOOIIDU techniques incorporated into

- N -~
s T RS, U . e, ey Tata TN ™ et

wis L“_"U,__,_,L and mads condivions of ihe Sitc Do v..d.uua.uvul. il uxu.u.. Tne techmical ouli Shns
§3

were not referenced in the MIND but did appear in the previous Planning Commission
report (Amachment 12) in an effort 1o represent how deviztions can be permitted with the
2pDropriale epginsering tesnnigues.

Appeal Idsue No. 4: Appeliant claims that potennal corsequences of approving
sub-surface narkmo under residence in 2 flood plain, and that anv new constuction
‘must comply with the requirements of Vel 44 of the Code of Federal Regnlations and
NFIP. '

Staff Response: New constuction must co:nmv with the applicable seciions of the City of
Szn Diego Municipal Code anc the bmrom Buiiding Code. The Munizipal Code
implements Chapter 44 of the Code of Federal Regulzton which provides guidelines for
city regulations and the National Insuran" Program.

Appeal Issue No. 5: Appeliant asseris fhat the oroposed projes: is inconsistent with
Ocean Beach Precise Plan, refarming to iliustration on page 116 of the Precise Plan.

Staff R“SDOHS"‘ The illustration on page 116 of the onginal QOczan Beach Pracize Plan was
intended to iliusars what could be azvelopsd on tpical lois, not 1o mandate 2 specific
development fvpe. In addition, this provision was based on 2 prior 24 foot height limit of
the Ocean Beach Precise Plan which was amended in 1983 10 30 feet in conjunchon with
the 30-foot heignt limit initatve. The proposead project would inciude undereround
parking, respect the ea_uir d setbacks and provide additional step backs and ariculation at
the second and third levels. Aliernative designs with surface parking would iikely reqguire

Page 3 0f 10



000928

agdinional devianions 1o applicadle éevelopment regulations or produce undasiranis box-
like pulicv swructures that wouid be inconsistent with the Ozean Beach Pracise plan,

Apveal Issue No. 6: Appseliant claims that evidence of visual impacrs was not disclo sed in
the MND, :

Stz Response: As-outlined on Page 4 of the Initial Study in the MND, conditions of the
permit incjuds recording & deed reswicnon preserving & three foot wide visual corndor
along the sast and west proparty ines. In addition, the propesed second story of the
stucture has been steppad back and the third floor has z sloped roof at 2 3:12 pitch. Pleage
refer to Figure 3 in the MND. Therefore, no impacts 1o visual guality wouid occur

—
,

The project was revised {nroughout the review process and incorporated several puilding
articulation methods, in parncular increasing second story setbacks, 10 mitigate the i
apparznt bulk of the prior design. Staff has determinad that the final desion preserves and
enhances views from elevated public areas and those adjacent to the 5&0535., as much 2§
possible, given the allowed thirty foot height Hmit Staff believes that the underground
parking uonngu:anor. allows the flexibility 10 incraase satbacks thar conmibute 10 2 design
tha: protects coastal views, Staif determined that the combination of fiood plain related
site constraints, the observance of seibacks, a well-articulated design ‘with Dronounce.
second and t.h;rd—sro*y satbacis on front and rear slevatons DI‘OVid“S visual interests and
~ .

iEnt ”kr\o-ﬂ:-.o f‘n—.. pantal Ohpariaeg 7 v e
=i ot daual WNVEmian Lone asrehnt

MTEISTVES Site HTS 4 ":"".‘.'n".hl:i..'\'
MTEESIREE 81 - Ralabin

limit and iould ensure that the project would not adversely affeci views from slevated
and/or beach areas or impadt any physical access 1o the cozst. Finally, the propesal would
be consistent with OB Precise Plan Dona t0, “Renovats subsiandard and dilapidated

property.”

Appeal Issue No. 7: Appellant claims that the proposed project would also adversely affest
the following policy: “That vards and coverage be adsguate 10 insure provision of ight and
. air to surrounding propertiss, and that those requirements be more strjlqgeni where

nescessary for ommmsrs Over TWO SIories in height, . "’ronosa’* would cast shadows over
neignboring building/residence and impact air circulation. .

incorporated yard and setback ;.,quremvn 1o ensur tnaL adsguate light and air would ba
zvailable to surrounding propsruss. The proposad project would respect the setback
reguirements of the RM-2-4 zone. Additionally, increased sep backs would be provided
on the second and third stones which wouc further conmibuie 1o the provision of lisht and
2ir for surrounding properiss. ) -

Staff Responss: Tne development regulations of the underlving RM- 2 4 zons have
lig

Appeal Issue No. §: Appellant claims that svidence of cumuiative impacts 1o
neighborhood character and joss of afiordaple housing/conflict with Oczan Beach Pracise
Plan i1g not acdrasssd in the MND.

Siaff Response: . The project 1§ not deviating Jom the applicable d asvelopmeni regulations
of the RM-2-4 Zone and therefore stail does not belisve there wounld be cumulagve imbasts
to neighborhood character if swrrounding properties develeped in 2 manner consisient with
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the recommended density of tne Preciss Plan and in conformence with the allowable bulk
and scale established by the zone.

Coastal Overiay Zon= Afiordable Housing R“p*acnm =nt Regulations of tha City's Land
Development Code apply 10 demolition of residental strucmurss with thres or more
dwelling units. At one unit on the site, tness reguiations would not anply 10 the Droj ect site.
In additon, the Oczan Beach Acuon Plan calls Tor the renov auou of substandard and
dilapidated property of which the existing swucture qualifiss,

The reconstucton of a single-family residence does not constnite 2 substantial impact 1o
affordable housing, nor would 1‘ create a displacement of housine,

Apneal Issue No. & Appsliant claims that the dewarering operation might cavse s2rtisment
or nas potential impacts 1o adjacent properties not addressed in the MND.

taff Response: As outlined on pags 3 of the Inidal Study, the contracior for the projec
must comply with Secton 02140 of the City of San Diego Clean Water Program ECV\FP}
Guidelines which would protect adjacent properties during the dewatering procass.
Therefors, no impacts would ozcur, o

Appeal Issue No. 10: 4ppeliant claims that almost without exception, FEMA requires
that hahjtable structures (including basements/underground parking) be one foot

nhrﬂro Phn ho:\n T
[EA I Ow 4

Stz Response: 44 CFR 60.6 Variances and Exceptions authorizes communitias o erant
variances to the reguiatons set for in Sechions 60.3, 60.4, 60.5. As praviously smec‘: the
City of San Diego adopted the Lan¢ Development Code in fhe vear 2000 and incorporated
Flood Plain management development criteria into the Environmentally Sensitive Lands
Regulations secuon. ln- ESL Regulanons permit deviations by the local authoriry with a
Site Development Permit. This determinanion has been confirmed by a FEMA Narmural
Hezzards Program Specialist of the Mitgaton Dnnsmn :

Avpeal Issus No. 11; Appeliant claims that Section 60.6(0)(2) states: "The administTator
shall prepare & Special Environmental Clearanice to determine whether the proposal for an
exception under paragraph (b)(1) of this section will have significant impact on the human
environment

Sr.ai’R=snonsn' This sechon doss not aUD'*v 10 any local authority that hes adopied -looa
zin management regulations. Please refer 1o staff response of appeal issue 10 above.

Appeal Issue No. 12: Appellant claims that the Stebbins Residence doss noi mest the
FEMA standards for grapting of 2 Variance 1or undergrounded parking of residence in the
flooaplain (Zxcepiional hardship). '

Steff Response: Deviztions 10 environmentaily sensitve land which insindes fiood niains
are subject to and decided i accordance with the applicable regulations of the Land

evelopment Code. FEMA standards for granting a variance are incorporarad into the
Land Development Code and implemented by the City of San Diego
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Avpesal Issue No. 13: Appellant claims that deviations must not be supjest 1o dal
flooding. The Coestal Commission has reguired wave run up studiss for redevelopment of
esidences which are Jocated on the final street before the beach 2s this project.

Steif Response: Properiies subject o ndal flooding are identified on FEMA Maps 2s Zone
YV wherses, this prowc: lies within zone “A” thersfore, the projact site is not consi dered
1o be subject 1o udal flooding.

‘Apveal Issye No. 14: The appeliant claims that the Retaining walls nscessary 10 develop
the subterranean parking might be consiasred shoreline protection devices.

Stz Response: The retaining walls are not shorseling protecuon d=vices, Shoraline
protection devises are normally associaied with coastal beach and coestal biuff erosion.
The project site is not Jocated on the beach or bluff and thersfore doss not require a
protective device. The retaining walls are 2 part of the garage swucture and necessary for
the proposed consTLCUON.

Avneal Issue No. 15 The app eliant claims thart tbe Findings required to-approve the
project are not supported citing conflict with FEMA requirements, City Council Policy
600-14 and the Land Development Code.

Staff Responge: Staff reviewed the proposed proiectin accordance wifh the anplicahle
I S T A v, S — L] L . R . ~ -~ oo
I :L: ulations of the Land stelopmsm Code and dstermined that the dra® 8o dmss
- - - . - -
cessary 10 approve the 'orcuw. an be amrmed oy the dscision makser, It has bag

connrmead by F=MA stai that the City of San Diego Land DPV“lonmsm Code provides the
applicable development regulations for deviations to projects locatsd within the fiood pla.in
and that the ESL regulations zmplpm_,nt FEM.A requirsments at the local level. Further, i
has been determined that the ical aspects of Ciry Council Policy 600-14 nave bee
incorporated 1nto ine Land D"VEIO'DZIlS'.'lL Code as part of the 2000 Code updarte effort.
Therefore, staff belisves the project, inciuding the deviation 10 aliow z portion of the
stucture below the base flood eievanon, is supported by the drafl findings.

Appeal [ssue No. 16: The appeal statss mat the City Enginzer does not have the zuthority
1o violate FEMA regulations as siated in 52C10N on Why & FZMA Variance is not merited,

Staff Response: As previously stated, FEMA recognizes the City of San Diego Land
Development Code as the reguiatory basis for development in the flood plain and has
confirmed thar the decision making body of the local agency has the auﬂnoriry 10 approve
deviations consistent with the ESL regulations. The City Enginssr reviewad the proposad
project including the dewatering requirements and flood-proofing te::quues and
recornmendad 10 the decision maker tnat the project could be suppored

Appeal Issue No. 17: The appzal asserts that ine Mitgated Negative Declaration nltes

FEMA Technical Bulletin 3-83 for Nor-Residential structurss 1o JLSDT\ approval of sub-
surface parking for 2 residential swucrre.

Siaff Resnonse: This FEMA bullenn is not referenced in the MND. As previousiy staied,
the Technical Bulietn was cited’ in the previous Planning Comunission report (Atachmen;
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12) in an =ffort to represent how deviallons can be permitied with the eppropriate
engineering t2Chnigues.

Aopeal Issue No. 181 Appeliant refers w0 2 Local Coastal Program/CD Coastal Shoreline
Development Overlay Zone (Appendix 3 in Ocean Bzach Drems‘* Plan) which is,
“intended 1o provide iand use regulations along the coastline zrez including the beaches,
bluffs, and land immediatslyv landward terzoi.  Such reoula'lona are intended 10 be in ‘
addition and supplemental 1o the reguianons of the underiving zone or zones, and whers
the regulations of the CD Zone and the underlying zone are inconsistent, THZ
REGULATIONS OF THE CD ZONE SHALL APPLY " '

Staff Response: This Overlay Zone, intended to provide addinonsl land use regularions
zlong all shoreline propertiss, was developed as a "suogested model” ordinance as
something that, "should be established" (see p. 150 of Ocean Beach Precise Pian). It
was not adopred as part of the Ocean Beach Precise P‘an and 0 00£S NOt Provids any
regulations that are supplemental to the regulations of the underiving zone. A5 such, the
recommendanons for Developmen: Critenia regarding "permansnt or temporary beach
shelters" ( p. 18£3) and the, "area lving seaward of the first contour line defining an
elevation 13 feet above mean sea level”, described by appeliant, are not par of the adosted
policy recommendations of the Oczan Beach Precise Plan.and should not be referenced in
cornnection with revisw of this proposed project. ‘

FISCAlL CONSIDERATIONS: None with this action. 411 costs assoziated with the
processing of this project are naad rom z d£posit account meintained by the applicant.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL and/or COMMITTEE ACTION: Nons. This action is an apnezl
of & Process Four Planning Commission decision 10 approve the projeci.

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUSLIC QUTREACH ZTI“ORi >: The Ocean
each Planning Board met on July 5, 2006. Thers were two motions presenied concemine

this property and nelther ons pa_.sed.

* The first motion was to approve the project as presented. The moton failed by 2
vote 01 4-4-0
* The subsequent motion was {0 G2nV the project as prasented dus 10 the buik and

Fr—

cale. This motion also failed by & vote of 4-4-0.

Various board members noted that the new residence would represent 2 significant
improvement over the exisung dupizx, and would improve the characier of the general
neighborhood. In addition, the change fom & duplex to a single family residence would
reguce density 1 the arsz,

Various board memoers noted copesrns 2oout the height of the project, and that othe
properties on the block migni b2 re-aevelopsd 1o similer heights, ahtering the characier of
the neighborhood. Their concern s thal subseguent developmant mic_rh‘i sate a cormdor of
ral] buildings on the biock. The suggesiion was to resiict the project 10 two stories.
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KEY STAKEHOLDER: Devic Stebbins, Owner/Applicant,

CONCLUSION

Stafl has determined that the proposad prcne::t 1s consistent with the Ocean Beach pracise
Plan and Local Coastal Program ané conforms 1o the appiicable reculations of the Land
Development Code. Steif has conciuded, in consuitation with & FEMA Namural Hezards
Program Specialist - Mingation Division, that the proposed Geviation is perminiad by local
authoriry with an approved Site Development Permit. rurther, staff conciuded that the
permit conditions applied to 1his action are appropz-iat= and adequate 10 ensure that the
proposed subterranean parking would not adversely affect surrounding propariss. Stafy
dersrmined that the design and site placement of the propeseé project is appropriate for this
location apd will -—ésul‘ in & mora desivedle projecst than would be achisved if - designed in
sirict conformance with the development regulations of the applicable zons. Staff beljavas
the required findings can be supportec as substantiared in the Findings (Atachment 8) and
recommends that the City Council deny the appeal and upholds the approval of the project
es conditioned.
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Mareela Escobar-Eok ' Jarhes T. Waring al
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ATTACHMENTS:

Location Map
Precise Plan Land Use Map

Aenezl Photograshs
PTO?-‘-.«L Date Shaet.
Project Deveiopment Plans
Site Photos
Comparible Swucturss in Netghvorhood
Planning Commission R°scluuon of Approval
Proposed Draft Permit
Draft Environmenial Resojution
Community Planning Group Recommendaton

eport 10 the Planning Commission No. PC-07-010

Appvai Applicaton (Dated March 14, 2007)
Ownership Disclosure Form
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Project Location Map
STEBBINS RESIDENCE - PROJECTE NO, 51076
5000 West Point Loma Bivil.
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Land Use Map
Ocean Beach: Stebbins Residence - Proiect No. 31076

CITY OF SAN DIEGO - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

55
i B
e

/]

I T
Sa AL

i ] = oo

-

8 DLNAZ eiowwedl f
UNLY WHEHE MAIRORLIT
R B R D IR,

" 7OCZEN BEAS: i

i
i
Vil
- .
— ———
. i
A =
)
g -
b 3 [——
1 1 i 0 | N rrrr ) N ]
- h P [ R W
: -uwm"___.."J
v~ 1T BN ) S e A Ve i
L : e e e e
N w ki L “H W SR | a2 T
- A I [ a1 R 1 , ==t
[ N | P imd T s Y el g -\
= STy ] " e F Dl
o s 8 ; STADH
- " S i H ) e o s (R Z:A‘uﬁ
i 3 i 3 L T i
‘ ; I B g s A
’\:. g AU B Ly o R . & 1 Lt )')"-- "‘-."-Jl"‘—'ﬁ:l" [ Y
i T it _ m DAl Sl e 1 i |
o RN S T | PR L. VY 4
v e o T o Lengid-urn & b !
N Al e s e L 1
RN i kT P Sy s A il
%2 E L —
RS Voo s i Aa s s AT 31 k
\
ARSI N AL Y- i i
B . — t’l Lt Lo o
O Ry Er s 11 |
AT E;] ’h .
” i bt S ———
N L I §
- R Er Y. " t
= o e A
e AN N I't |
‘"’-;_ -~ LA e 2 e A b |
2] e e e
PP d L e T |
0: Vr o S el . i
o> Pt ey, T
- - RO R | P 2l i
- i ks s A AT e ot i |
g e et . £ Y~ f—
\',~--|-_.':'/"_KJ7:W LA SRR

-~ v 1
fannid bk TR T 1

Lo~

North




ATTACHMENT 3

Acerial Photo North
STEBBINS RESIDENCE - PROJECT NO. 51076 ' '

3166 West Point Loma Blvd. - Qcean Beach
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PROJECT DATA SHEET

500934
PROJECT NAME.:

Siebbins Residence

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Demolinon of an existing ons-story duplex, and the conSITucHon of
& new 1,740 sguare-foot, thres-story single familv residence zbove
z £16 square-Toot basement garage, on 2 2,500 sguars-foot site,
including a request for a deviation Tom the regulations for Special
Flood Hazard Areas.

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA:

Ocean Beach Community

DISCRETIONARY
ACTIONS:

Coastal Deveiopment Permit, Site Development Permit and N
Deviatons from the

Environmentally Sensitive Lands R e gulations,

COMMUNITY PLAN LAND
USE DESIGNATION:

Muiti-F Family Residential (Allows residential davalo
dwelling unifs per acre),

opment up o 25

ZONING INFORMATION:

ZONE: E ST
RM-Z2-4 Zone (A muit-unit residential zone allowing 1 dwelling
vnit per 1,750 square feer of ot aren). )
: s2t (Coastal Height Limis Overlay 8 20 feet
HEICHT LIMIT: { gnt rlay Zons) allowsad; 29 feet 1]
-H inches proposad. '
LOT SIZE: | 6,000 square rzet minimum; 2,500 sguare fa2t eyistne,

FLOOR AREA RATIO(FAR):

ed Tor =nciosed pariing uniess :‘ne

0.70 with 239 reserv
18 proposed with underground o

o/
S0 2
unaergrounc; 0.69 1

FRONT SETBACK.

=18 I'I'llI'll::‘.’l'LL’E 15 TS

I= guirsd: 22 feat standard and
Droposs

— o
o0 O
3 Hy

=i

eet gtandard; 13
=5t minimum 18

SIDE SETBACK:

-~

3 feet Tor less than 40 foot wids lots s
feet 2 inches are proposed.

STREETSIDE SETBACK:

N/A

REAR SETBACK:

15 ir not adjacent 10 an alley is reguired; 15 fest with 2 balcony

ENCroachment 1S proposad.

PARKING:

2 parking spaces required / 2 parking spaces nroposed

ADJACENT PROPERTIES:

{ DESIGNATION &:

LAND USE EXISTING LAND USE

ZONE

‘NORTH:

+d

Multiple Family,
RM-2-4

Parking Lot 2nd Public Park




ATTACHMENT 4

0 0 oy g.:"{.‘\
) SOUTH: | Muluple Family; - Mulnple ramilv residental
RM-2-4
EAST: | Muldple ramily; Multpls Femily residential
RM-2-4 :
WEST: | Mulnple Family; Parkang Lot and Pacific Ocean
' RM-2-4 L
DEVIATIONS OR This projectrequesting & deviaton from the Supplemental

VARIANCES REQUESTED: | Reguiatons for Special Flood Hazard Arsz (SFHA) 10 allow

‘ developmen: of the residential swucrure, to be ar 7.1 22t bejow the
Bese Flood rlevation and mes: the f100d proofing recuiremers of
FEMA where Two (2) fest above the Base Flood Zisvation is
required. ‘

COMMUNITY PLANNING On July 3, 2006, the project was presenied 1o the Ocean Beach
GROUP Community Planning Commitiee. Thers wers two motions mads
RECOMMENDATION: concerning the project and neither one pessed (4-4-0). The Ocean
Beach Community Planning Commitnes therefore made no
recommendaiion.
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PLANNING COMMISSION
RESQLUTION'NO. 4227-PC
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 147134
SITE DEVZLOPMENT PZRMIT NO. 389938
STEBBINS RESIDENCE [MMRP]

WHEREZAS, DAVID STEB3INS, Owner/Permittee, Tiled an application with the City of San

Djego for 2 permit 1o demolish an exisung one-story duplex, and constuct & new, three-story

singie family residence above basement garags (as dascribed in and by reference 10.1the 2pproved
7134

Sxhibits "A" and corresponding conditions of approval 101 the associated Permits No. 147134
and 389929), on portons of 2 0.057-acre site; '

WHERTAS, the project site is located at 5166 West Point Lome Boulevard in the RM 2-4 Zone,
Cozsial Overlay Zone (appealable-arez), Coastal Heignt Limit Overlay Zone, Firsi Public ‘
Roadway, Beach Parking Impact Overley Zone, Aarport Approach Overiay Zone, Alrport
Environs Overlay Zons, and the 100-year Fiood-plain Overlay'Zone, within the Ocean Beach
Precise Plan and Local Coastal Programn Land Use Plan;

[

WHEREAS, the project site is Jegally descriped as Lot 14, Block 90 of Oczan Bay Beach Map

WHEIREAS, on March 1, 2007, the Planning Commission of the City of San Diego considers
Coasial Development Permit No. 147134, and Site Development Penmit No. 389938, pursuanito -
the Lané Development Cods of the City of San Diego; NOW, THEREFORE,

IT RESOLVED bv the Pianning Commission of the Citv of San Diego as follows:

—

3

re

That the Planning Commission adopts the following wrifien rindings, date¢ March i, 2007.

FINDINGS:

Cozastal Development Permit - Section 126.0708

1.  The propesed cozstal development will not encroach upon any existing phvsical accass
way that is legally used by the public or any proposed public accessway identified in 2
Local Coastal Program land use plan: and the proposed coastal development will enhance
and protect public views to and along the ocean and other scenic coastal areas as specified
in the Local Coastal Program land use plan.

4]l development would oscur on private property, and would be within the 30-foot coastal heignt
limit. Additonally, the proposed project will not encroach upon any adjacent exising physi cal
access way used by the public nor will it adverselv aifect any proposed phvsical public accessway -

idemtifiad in the Local Coestal Program Land Use Plen.- The subject properiy is noi located

within or near any designateG public view corndors. Accordingly, the propesed project will not

Page 1 0f &
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impact any public views 1o or along the 0czan OF OLher scenic coasial areas as spacified im the
Local Coastal Program land use plan.

2 The proposed coastal development will not adversely affect environmentaliy

sensitdve lands.

The project reguires 2 Site Development Permit Gue 1o the presence of Znvironmenially Sansitve
Lands. The project proposas the demolition of an £xisting one-story, duplex and the ¢ 0 STncton
of 2 naw three-story above basement single family residence. The Citv of San Diego conducred &
compleie environmental review of ts site. A Mitigated Negauve Declaration he_.s-been prapared
. for this project in accordance with State of California Envirommental Quality Act (CEQ,A: )
guidelines, which preclude impact 1o these resources and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP) would be implemented 10 reduce potential historical resources (archa=ology)
impacts 1 2 lzvel below significance. Mitigation for archesology was raguired as the nroject is
ipzated in an arsz with 2 high potential Tor subsuriace archaeological resources. The p}oj éct site
is 2 relagvely flat contains an sxisting structurs, which is locared approximately 8 feet 2bove

zan sea level (AMSL), The project site is not located within or adjacent to the Muli-H abitat
Planning Arsa (MHPA) of the Ciry's Muluple Species Conservaton Program. The project site is
iocared within an existing urbanizsd.arez. The propossc project was found 10 not have a
significant-effect on the eavironment. Therefors, the proposad coasial development will not

el

pAs Tt o o I o A R LA TR L s e R Sl g Ea i
DEANTIENIY Glilie] weld Yiitijdiddcdi il ¥ Dedild UV e iklies,

3. The proposed coastal development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal
Program iand use plan and complies with 2ll regulations of the certified Implementation
Program. :

~ - .

City si2f¥ has reviewed the proposed projsct for confommity with the Losal Coastal Brocram and
has determined it is consisient with the recommendad land use, dasign cuidelines, and i
development standards in 2ffect for this site per the adopied Ocean Beach Pracise Plan znd Local
Coestal Programm Land Use Plan whicn identnes the site for multi-family residential use at 135-23
dwelling units per acre, the project as propossé would be consiructed at 17 dwelling units per

acre.

!
=

The proposed developmen: is 1o demolish an exisiing one-story, duplex and consmuct 2 naw
inres-siorv above basemsent gzrage. 1he new swucture will be consmucied within the 100 Yaar
Floodplain (Special Flood Hazard 4rea), and has & Bese Flood Elzvarion of 9.
jevel. The resuictions on development within the floodplain require that the lowest floor,
including basement 1o be elevaied at least 2 Tzt 2bove the base flood slevation in accordance
witn San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) section §143.0146(C)(6), while the Federal Zmergency
Mznagement Agency (FEMA) reguires that the finished floor elevation be at one or more feat

zbove the base flpod slevanon (BFE). This project is reguesiing & Site Developmen: Permit 1o

aliow a deviarion 10 permit aevelopment of the residential structure, to b2 a1 7.1 f2=21 below the
Basge Flood Elevanon.

Staff supporis the proposed deviahion due to the development himitations o7 the site and the
flood-procfing conditions that would be applied to the perimif to constuct the lowsr lave]l balow

Pace 2019
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the Base Flood Zlevation. The dsviation reguest will not increase the overall sucture h =i eht

mass, and seinacks.

|

ne proposad dsvelopment is located in an arsz designated 2s being between the first public road

the Pacific Ocean, thersfore vizws 10 the 0c2an snall be pressrvad. A visual comidor of not
ss than the side vard setbacks will bz pressrved 10 protect views wward Dog B°ach and the Szn
jego River. In addi’ion: this arsz is Dot designated 25 2 view comdor 0T 28 2 8C2nic resoures.
Public views 1o the ocean from this jocznon will be maintained and pot=ntial public views Fom
‘the first public roadway will not be impacted aliered by the development. Ac‘:ordingf-v: the
proposed project will not impact any public Views 10 or along the oczan or other s:e;.jrc coestal
aregs. The project mesis the intent of the cmamnns for the Coastal Overlay and Cozstal Heighs
Limitaton Overlay zones, and ine Ocean Beacn Praciss Plan and Local Cozstal Program
Addendum. Thersfore, the proposad coastal aev ]om*nvm woulé conform with the carsifiad
Local Coastal Program land vse plan and, with an approved deviation, comply with 2li

regulations of the cerufed Implementanion Program.

r—]
Q.

=k g

4. For every Coastal Development Permit issued for any cozastal development between
the nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water locared within the
Cozstal Overlay Zone the coastal development is in conformiry with the public access and
public recreation policies of Chapter 5 of the California Coastal Act.

The proposed development is 1o demolish an exisiung one-siery, duplex and consouct 2 new
s2-stOry abave basement garage. The subject property is designated as being barween the first
blic road and the Pacifc Ocean within the Cozasial Overlay Zone. '

U

The propesed project site backs up to and is adjacent to the Ocean Beach Park, desionated in the
Local Coastal Program as & public park and recreafional arsa. Pubiic 2LCESS 10 the '[;ai'k arez 18
zvailable at the end of Volwaire Sweet and West Point Loma Boulevard, All development would
oceur on private property; therefore, the proposed project will not encrcach upon the existing
physical access way used by the public. Adequate off-street parking spaces will be provi ded om-
site, thereby, eliminaring any impacts 1o public parking. The proposad coasm cevelopment will

CONIONI LO Ll.lu UUDll ACC288 a.rd D bl L]C TSGI‘CELLIOu pOlluluS O‘ \.—J.J?LD[ I = Cal:IO _L“a CG&:T_&;

-
e

Site Development Permjt; ection 126.0504(a)

1.  The proposed development will not advefsely affect the applicable land use plan;

The proposeé development 18 1o demolish an exisi ng One-SioTy, guplex and consust 2 naw
Lr“se-sto*\ awo\fe besement garage. The project 1s within the 100-year floodplain, znd is

be:.-SiT.::‘v’e Lands, requiring 2 Site Davelopment Permit for
; g Hezerg .é_fsa, per the City's Znvironmenially Sensitive Lznds
Regulations (SDMC Secrion 142.01 43-012). The project is Jocated in the appeaiablz

Coestal Ove riay Zone reguiring 2 Coasial sts:lop-") ent Permit. The pronosad davelopment is

IOT" within tha Environmentally
sviation i0 the Special Floo

J[}‘J

located berwesn the shoreline and the Irst public roadwey; merefore VISWS 10 the ocean shall b
preserved. This project is located in the RM-2-4 Zone, The RM-2-4 Zone permifs & maximum
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density 07 1 dwelling unit for each 1,750 square feet of lot area. The project is in conformanc
with the underlving zoning, and conforms 10 the required floor area rato, parking ang setbacks,
The proposed development will adhere to the raguired vard area setbacks pursuant 1o the Land
Development Code. A Dead Resmiciion is & condition of approval 10 preserve a visual cormidor
n the sidé vard setpacks, in accordance with e reguirements of San Dizeo

07f not jess iner
Munijcipal C Section 132.0403(p). The buliding will be under the meximum 30-foot Cozasal
Height Limit allowed by the zonz.

"'ne DIODC ed project meets the inient, purposs, and goals of the undsrlying zone, znd the Ocean
each Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Addendum. Therefore, the pronossd
aeveiopmenn. wu] not adversely affect the apphicable land use plan.

2 The propesed devejopment will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, and

welfare;

The proposed development is 1o demolish an exisung one-story, duplex and consmuct 2 naw
1, 749 square-foot, three-story single-family dwelling unit above an 819 squars-foot basement
garage resulting in a 2,365 sguare-100t stucture, hardscape, landszaps on 2 2,500 squars-foot
site. The present units 1o be demolished may contain a2sbesies and ised-bassd paint 2né i1 couid
potentialiv pose & risk 1o human heath and pudlic safety. All demolition activities must be
conducted n accordance With e >an iego County Al Foliution Conrol Dismict (SDA DY
and the California Code of Regulations Title 8 and 17 regarding ihe hendiing and disposal of
asbestos-containing materials and Jead-basad paints. Therefore, special procedurss during
demoliton snall be followf:d‘ A5 2 condition o the parmii, Notice i3 10 be provided to the Air
Poljution Control Diswict prior to demoiition. Failure to mes: these reguirements would resul: in
the issuance of a Notice of Violaton -
Tne permit 25 conditioned, shall foodproof ali smuctures subject 1o inundation. The
floodproofed structurss must be consucted to mest the reguirements of the Federal Insurance
Adminisration's Technical Bullenn 3-83. The permit conditions added, 1o flood-proof the
basement garage 10 the I‘“GLiI’“d heigni above grade, have been deierminad necessary to avoid
potentally adverse impacts upon the health, safety and general weifars of persons residing in the
arsz. All site arzmage from the propossd development would be dirscied away from the adjacen:
public drainags svsiem locaied on West Point Lome Bouievard viz &
underiain.

DTODErtSs Inte 2x15iing
sump pump and sidewalk
Besad on the above, human health and public safety impacts due to the demolition of the exisiing
suncmure on site would ba pelow a level of significant, and 2 Nom:e o the SDAPCD iz required
it condition. Thersiore, the propessd develonment will not be

and would be addad as & perm
deirimental 1o the public health, sefefy and welfare.

3. The proposed devejopment will comply with the regulations of the Land Development

The pr op sed development includes the demolition of an existing single-Jevel, 1,250 souars-foot
duplex residence and construction of a2 new 1749 squars-foot m*es—]nvel single dwelling unit

Page 407 G



Gor o
952 ATTACHMENT 8

. witn 2 Sublerranean parking garage. The Drojsct area is mapped within the 100 Yezar Floodplam
(Special Flood ncz.—ara’fi; eg), and has & Base Flood Elevation of 9.6 feet mean sza level. The
resricnons on development within the floodplain reguire that the lowest floor, including
besement 1o be elevatad a1 1225t 2 Test above the base flood eievation in accordance with San
Dizgo Municipal Code (SDMC) section §143.0146(C)(6), while the Federal Zmergency
Mapagement Agency (FZMA) reguires that the nimishied floor elzvation be at one or more feat
above the base flood slevaion (BFE), wnich would eifectively render the cround floor
uninhabitable for most properues in this arez. In addition, the lot is sup-standard in that if i q]y
2,500 sguare feet in arez where the minimwm lot size allowsd by the zone is 6,000 sguare §
Additionally, the RM-2-4 zone reguires that 25 percent of FAR be utilized for parking, u_nJess the
parking is provided underground. Thersfore, the project 1s requesting a devianorn te allow
devslopment of the residental strucnare, 10 be at 7.1 fest below the Bese Flood Elevation. All

+

sTucturss suoy*"‘ to inundarion shall be flood-proorfed, and must b2 consgucis c 10 mest the

e
-

reguirements of the Faderal Insurance Admimsanuon's Technical Sulienn 3-
An approvad Site Development Permit would allow the deviation and would be consistent with
the Land Developemnt Code. Thus, the propesed project meets the intent, purpose, and goals of
the underiving zone, and the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Addendum,

and complies to the maxinun exient fzasidle with the regulations of the Land D°velonm ent
‘Code. Thersfors, the propesed development will not adversely efisct the applicable land use

w el e

_T.')i Ti.

Supplemental Findines. Environmentally Sensitive Tands(h)

1. The site is physically suitable for the design and siting of the propesed developi‘nent
and the development will result in minimum disturbance to environmentally sensitive
tands;

The projec: site is immediately south of the San Diege River mouth ourfzll at the Pacific Ocean
and located witnin the 100 vear floodplain and is therefors considersd environmentally sensitive
iand, reguiring & Site Development Permit for the dsviation fo the Special Flood Hazard Aree.
Howeaver, toe previous site grading and construcnion of the existing duplex have comnletaly

disturped the site. The property is relanvely tlal and does not includs any sensitive wpographical

or biologizal resourcas. The site is nsither within nor adjacent to Multi-Habitat Planning Aree

(MHPA) lands. A Mitigated Negative Daclaration cated November 2, 2008, hes been prepared

for this project in accordance with Staie CEQA guiaslines, and & Mitigation, Monitoring and
is reguired for Archasolomcal Resources to reduce any poiental impacts o

Reporting Program 1s 1

below a level of signincance.

3 prex 1 "i".s-*ao::oldc'
that the site is considerad suitable for the proposed develoamsm Drovided the conditions in ihe

CVOLuu:lI‘.lv?_l ,'.,u\’u::l.lg anon f2poit are u.-xDlS."’l.,"lLvC STeroTe, ths 511. 18 Dh\f‘:;lcahv i L&Dl Tor

the dssign and siting of the proposed dsvelopment and the asvelopment will result In minimum

v sensitive lands.

A geoP:r-:u 2l analy

disTurcance to environmentally
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2 The proposed development will minimize the alteration of land forms and will not

result in undue risk from eeologic and erosional forces, flood hazards, or fire hazards;

The proposed project will be sited on 2 2,500 squars-foot, develope d lot. The majorty of the site
is relatively flat at § feet above MSL across an approximately 25 foot x 100 foot lot. The
propesad development surrounded Dy eXisting residential development, within 2 seismicall
zctive region of Californiz, and therefore, the potential exists 1or geologic hazards; such &

by

eerthauakes and ground failurs. Proper enginsering dssign of the new smucmrss would mmimize

E

potential for _voJocrn impacis rom regional hazarcs.

Or site grading would occur for excav ation of the building Iomcianon and basement. The
subterranean garage, whick would have 2 depth of & feet below existing grades, would be ar lzast”
WO Iee:' =10w the high groundwater table. However, the subjsct site is no greater denger from
fiooding than the adjacent, airsady dsveloped sites and the proposed design mitgates potential

ﬂooc slated damags to the principal residential structurs oy raising the reguired living space
fioor arsz ebove the flood lins per FEM.A requirements, and flood-proof all szucrures subjsct wo
inundation in accordance with Technical Bulietin 3-93 of the Fderal Insurance ‘A dministration.
Therefore, the proposad development will not result in undue risk from geologic and erosional
forces, flood hazards, or fire hazarcs. ’

. s ooiie ord daoctomnd fa — = . -
3.  The proposed deveiopmeni will be sited and Gesignsd o prevent adverse impacis on
I ;

any adjacent environmentally sensitive lands;

The project site 1s within the 100 year flooclplain and is thereiors considersd environmentally
sensitive land. Howsver, the previous site grading and construction of the existing duplex have
completely disturbed the site. The property 1s relatively flat with an elevation of 8 fe=i above
mean sez 12val and doss not include any sensitive opographical or bioclegical resources. The site
" is neither within nor adjacent to Muln-Habita Diarmng Arsz (MEHPA) lands. A Mitgated
Negative Declaration dated Novemoer 2, 2006, has peen preparsd Ior this project in accordance

with Stzte CEQA guidelines, and & Mitigation, Monitoring ané Reporting Program is requirad’
for Archasological Resources to rsduc= any poteniial ympacts 10 below 2 lavel of sienificance.
Thus, with e implementation of the conditions in the Geotschnical Investigation L:l, propossd
project should not adversely afject mwrom*numahy sepsitive lands.

4 The proposed development will be consistent witk the City of San Diego’s Multipie

.

- species Conservation Program (MSCP) and subarea plan:

The project proposas the demolition of (ne exiSting dupiex and conswuction of z thrae-laval

singie dwelling unit with a subisrransan panung garage. The project siie 18 south of, but not
Pro Cp

OT0 I

adiacent 1o, the Multipie Species Conservation Program (M ), Muliipie Habitat Planning
4rea (MHPA) of the San Diego River flooawey. Thersfo , the project doss not nesd 1o show
consistency with Multiple Species Conservaton Program Subarsa Plan,

5, The propesed development wili not contribute to the erosion of public beaches or
adversely impact local shoreline sand suppliy; and

Pags)é o 9
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The subject property is located approximately 450 f2et aweay Tom the edge of the public beach,
end is separated from the shoreline by e city parking lot. All sit2 drainage from th"* proposed '
developmeant woum be dirscted away from the 2djacent properiss into existng pubdlic drainzge
system located on West Point Loma Boulevas rd viz & sump pump and sidewalk underdrain.
erefore, the propesed development will not conmibute 1o the erosion of public beaches or

adversely impact local shoreline sand supply.
6. The nature and extent of mitigation requirnd as a condition of the permir is
reasonably related to, and calcutated to allevi ate, negative impacts created by the proposad

development.

o

The project proposss the demoliton of the :.‘ nng dunisx and conswucton of 2 Ln:“-]evel
single dweliing unit with 2 subierranean parking garags. An environmenal analysis was
performed and Mitigated Negatve Declaraton (MND) No. 51076 was prepared, which would

numgat*_a potenrially significant arcnacolo gical resource impacts to below a level of significance,

The MIND also discussss the location of the project being Wiﬂ.‘li“l the 100-year ﬂoodpluain of the

San Diego River according 1o the Faderal Zmergency Management Agency (FEMA) map. The

permit ané MMRP pr °3ar°a for this project include onamops snvironmental mifigaton

measures, and exnibits of approval relevant to achieving compliance with the anali;ab]e '

——

I’:Q‘T.liaTJuI'.a a7 ths 'w.uuuum Codein eifeci for s o =T :J_,UJ.. IHmess oondifions
determ mga necessary 10 2void poteniially adverse impacts upon the heaith, szfery and general
welfars of parsons residing or working in the area. These conditions include reguirements
pertammg T landscape standards, noise, lighting restrictions, public view, public right of way
improvements, flood-proofing the swucture and raising the habiiable space above flood line, -
which provides evidence that the impaci is not significant or is otherwise mingated to balow &
level of significance. Thersfore, the nature ané extent of mitigation required as a condition of the
pemmit is reasonedly related 1o, and calculated to alleviate, negarive impacts created by the

The Lo

proposed development.

Supplemental Findines. Environmentallv Sensitive Lands Deviations(e)

i.  There are no ieasible measures that can further minimize the potential adverse affscts
on environmentzally sensitive lands: and

The project aree is mapped within the 100-year hlooaplam and the reswrictions on davelopment
within the floodplain reguire that the T"lrst floor be 2 fzet above the base flood elavation. The
sub-siandard lot of 2,300 square fzet is less than —”—7 %6 of the minimum aree rsaﬁir—“d for a legal
jot in the RM-2-4 zone. These condinons and the faci that 25 percent of the 0.70 floor area. lam
(FAR) zliowed by the zone is reguirec 10 be used 107 parking, unjsss the parking is provide
underground, 12¢ the applicant to provide an maerg*o.md garage that will be flood proofed
according 1o ihe requirements of the rederal zmergency Management _A_f_ve:m (FEMA)in order
10 avoid having DETT of the ground floor leve] devoisd 10 parking, WHich, in mun, would have
drestcallv reducec nabitable space. Tne project proposal inciudss 2 modest | ci;sa;,e if sguare
footage from 1.250 10 1,749 and to zliow for ¢evelopment to be below the base fiood elevation.
Raising the finished floor elevation rwo Teet above the BrE will not changs the situation with
ge 7019
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3 verse efiecis. Tns Droperty it or ote:’.ed Dv a levee om floods that may coms
San Disgo River. Any flooding would b2 of 2 low velocity and shaliow and mors hkehy
off From: the hill above Ocean Beach than rom the river oF the ocssan,

Building the structure below the BFZ or c--feet abovn will not have implications to
environmentally sensiuve lands, ther eforz there are no fzasiple measures that can Rurther

oo

minimize the potential adverse affecis on :1v1romema”y sengitive lands,

2 The proposed deviation is the minimum necessary to afford relief from special

circumstances or conditions of the land, not of the applicant’s making

The propossd development is taking place within the 100 Yzar Floodplain (Special Flood
Hezard Area), and the proposed new development 1s not in conformancs with SDMC secrion
§143.0146(C)(6) which reguires & development within a Special Flood Hazard 4Area 1 have the
lowest flocr, including basement, slevared at least 2 Teet above the base flood elevanon. The
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) requires tha: the finishad fioor elevation be at
one or more fest above the base flood sievaton (BFE). This project is requesing 2 deviation to
“allow dsvelopment of the residenual swucture, 10 be at 7.1 I““" elow the Base Flood Elevarion.
The sum--.ama_' garage, which woulé have z depth Of 6 fzet below exising grades, would be at

1:2.& wo Is 1 clow Ln-= nigh groundwater tabjz. Howsver, aTI sTucnres su:nf:c: 0 inundation

i7.
id

1 P yimem mrE s~ e m T A ) terrima e s A mamme mma mmem e - e

Siiaii b2 L1oGo- Ui W winy=rs] m;\_ ool wie J dd dededd b W Wde Sl S ZIDuTalE -...“.;-....,......y“ g
Technical Bulieun 3-93, The Dronosuc basement parking area is the minimurm necessary 1o

exclude the pariing from the FAR, to allow Tor a reasonably sized residence on this sub-standard
lot. In addition, the applicant siates that thars is hydrological evidence that fiooding if any that
may occur in a 100 vears flood event would be minor and easily handisd by the proposed flood
proofing. The properTy is proiecied by 2 ieves rom fioods that may come from the San Disco’
Piver. Floodingin this arsa wouléd be due 1o lack 0f capacity of the storm water System. }
Flooding in 2 100 vear event in 1his arsz i3 very low velocity (DO“!C.JIC onlv) does 1ot comes Tom
the Hver or th2 baach as is o:n::aon_\n p2iigved but Tom run off from the swreews on the hill above
ocean beach. Additonally, there is evidence that recent and significant storm water repairs in
this area shonld significantly reduce the alrsady low risk. The proposeé BFE will not have an
adverse effect on environmentally sensinve lands and provide the minimum nesessary 10 afford

S wlleit

siief from special circumstances or cenditions of the land.

(=

Suppiemental Findines. Environmentzlv Sensitive Lands Deviation from Federal
Emergency Mapacgement Agency Reculations(d) :

1. .The Ciry encineer bas determined that the proposed development, within anv
designated floodway will not result in an increase flood levels during the base flood

discharge;

asement garage 15 taking place within

The proposed development including the flood-proofad |
erefore, this fnding is not applicable

ihe 100 Year Floodpiain and not within the : Floodway.

N
U
..-.
o

10 the subject project.

e

fv
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2.  The City engineer has determined that the deviation would not result in additional
threats to the public safety, extraordinary public expense, or create 2 public nuisan ce.

The proposad aavnjODmn 15 10 4=molish an f:}:isr.i;_g One-story, duplex ané CORSITuC: 2 mew
guare-1oot, three-siory single-family éwelling unit above an §19 sguare-foo: basement
age, The permit 25 conditonad, snell floog-proot all smuctures subjsect to inundation, The
er shall bear 2l costs of flood-proofing, and thers will be no =xpenss 1o the citv.

i
Ei“

The Ciry Engineer has determined that the dzviation to allow the szucwure to be buili under the
BFE rather than 2°-0% above as reguired by the Land Development Code will not cavse an
increase in the flood height. The eizvation requirement of the Land Development Cods is for the
protection of the srucmurss and its contents. Lessening thai requirement doss noi result in
additional tnreats 1o public safery, extaordinary public eXpense, or creats e public nuisanc

BE IT FURTHER RZSOLVED thai, basac on the fmdings herzsinbefore adopted by ihe Plenning
Commission, Coastal Davelopment Permnit No. 147134 and Siie Devs]ommen-: Permit No

389238 are herspy GRANTED by tas Planning COII‘IIIDSSIO:. 10 the refzrencad Own:‘/?einm e,
3 /389930, 2 copv of

in the form, exhibis, 1erms and conditions as set forth in Permit No. _47
which is arrached hereio and made 2 part harsoL

LAl A ISKANDAR
Development Project Manager
Development Servicas

Adopted on: Marcn 1, 2007
Tob Order No. £2.3454

N

co Legislative Recorder, Planning Deparmment

'y
5%
He)
o
o)
o
LELIN
¥s)
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY
- CiTY OF 3AN Dl:GO
DEVELOPMENT SZRVICZS
SZANIT INTAKE. MAIL STATION 501

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO
PROJECT MANAGEMENT
PERMIT CLERK
MAIL STATION 501

SPACE A30VE TH!S LINZ FOR RECORDER'E USE

JOB ORDER NUMBER: 42-3454

COASTAL DEVZELOPMENT I J_R_MI NO. 147134
SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 389
STEBBINS RESIDENCE [MMRP] - PROJECT
- CITY COUNCIL

\D
7o
@ o
}_n
=
~1
L=

- _..,

his Coastal Development Permit No, 147134 and Site Development Permit No, 389939 ars
antad by the City Council of the Citvof S D'“Uo 10 DAVID STEBBINS, AN INDIVIDUAL

wner/Permities, purcuant 1o San Disgo Municipal Cods [SDMC] sections 126.0708, and
26.6504. The 0.G37-acrs project site is lozaiet at 3166 Weast Point Loma Boulevard u: the PM
4 Zone, Coastal Overiey Zon= ( appe&anlﬂ— rea), Coastal Hergnt Limit Overlay Zone, First
Dublic Roadway, Beach Parking impact Overlay Zonz, Alrport Approach Overlay Z.oné. Airoort
Znvirons Gveriay Zons, and the 10C-vear Flooc¢-plain Overlay Zone, within the (f)::a-n 39&:1:1
Prezise Plan and _,ocal Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LCP). The projsct site 1s jegally
described as Lot 14, Block 90 of Ocean Bay Beach Map No. 1189.

|'\) ! () (L’.‘i ‘—1

Subject to the terms and conditions ssi forth in this Pemmit, permission is grantasd 1o
Owner/Permiriee 1o dermolisk an ,mstmg one-Siory duplisy, and construct & new, three-storv
single familv residence above basemeni garage, dascrided and ideniified oy size, dimension,
guaniity, Typs, and location on the 2pproved exnibite [EZxhibit "A"] dared Mey 22, 2007, on Fe in
the Developmen: Services Department,

The project shall include:

z. Tne demolition of an eXiSUng one-siory duplex;
b. Consuucton oTa l,74 q are-foot, three-story single family residence above §16

squars-Toot Dasement garage Consising ot
1) 1,748-sguare-foot of nabiianle living ares,

2) - 816-sguars-foot, bassment garage and siorags ars
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3) 41%-sguare-foot decics and 250-sgquare-100t first floor pano

U

Landscaping (planting

0

, irrigation and Jancscape related improvemanis);
'é.  Deviation to the Special rlood Hazard Area regulanons as follows:

= 4liow development of the residential stucture, o0 be at 7.1 f22t below the Dace

Flood Zleverion where two (2) feet above the Base rlood Elevation is reguirad.
e Off-swser parking;
f. The construcron of six-foot high retaining walls along the sides of the proposed
subterrangan garage.
‘g, ACCessory impro uem.,-‘-, derermined by the Developm s:t Services Dﬂ"ga_'*!"j ent 10 be

~onsistent with the land usz and development siandards in effest for this site per the
adopted community plan, Californie Znvironmental Quality Act Guidsiines, public and
requirements of the City Enginser, the underiving zone(s),

DIIVALS IMProvemsant :
conditions of this Permit, and any other applicable reguianons of the SDMC o effect

Tor this site.

STANDARD REQUIREMENTS:

er the date on which all righrs

1. This permit must be urilized within thirty-six (36) months aft
Failure to utilize anG maintain vuliization of this permit as described in

of appeal have expired.
the SDMC will amo*na'j cally void the permit unless an Extension of Time has been cranted.
et all SDMC reguirements and applicable guideiines in

Anv such : Mensmn of Time must me
affact at the time the extension ic considered by the appropoiate decision maker.

zstal Development Permit shall becoms eifective on the eleventh working day

IoI]owmg receipt by the Californiz Coastal Commuission of the Notice of Final Action following

3. No permiz for (he CORSTTUCTIOR, 0CCUpaANTy O 0pration of any rfacility o Improvem et
descriped herein snall be granied, nor shall any acuvify auihorized by this Permit be conductad

on the pI‘Em‘QD‘S until;

Z. Tna Cwner/Permitise signs and reiurns the Parmit 10 the Deveiopment Servic

DArTNEnt, and

The Permit is recorded in the Office of the San Disgo Counry Racorder,

1 el

(s D

4. Unlass this Permit has been revokad by the City of San Disgo the property included by
raference within tru Pe;.m shall bz used only for the PUIPOSES s and under the terms and

conc_lmons set forth in this Permit unless otherwise authorized by the Development Services

Department.
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3 it is & covenant running with the subjsci propenty and shell be binding upon the

-

Owne L/’D.:-muee and any SuCCessor OF SUSCessors, aNG the interasts of any suceessor shell be
t 10 each and every condition sst out in this P:‘mh and all referenced documents.

Fﬁ

subject
5 The contnued use of this Permit shall be subject to the regulations of this and any other
zpplicable governmental agency.

7. Issuance of this Permi: by the City of San Diego does not authorize the Owner/Permitize
for this permit 1o violate any Federal, State or C1ty laws, or dinances, regulations or policies
including, but not limited to, the Endangsred Species Act 0f 1973 [ZSA] and any amendments

thereto (16 U.S.C. § 1331 et seq.).

8. The Owner/Pernuntee shall securs all necessary building permits. The Ov\ ner/Pemmites is
informed that 1o secures ihase ps-:rmts, supsiantial modificatons 1o the building and site
improvemsanis 10 comply with zppiicabis bullding, Hre, nechanical and plumbing codas and
State law reguiring access for disabled people may be reguired.

¢.  Constructon plans shall be in substantial conformity to Exhibit “4.” No changes,
modifications or alterations shall be made unless appropriate application(s) or amendment(s) to
this Permit have been granie

10.  All of the conditions conizinsd in tis Permit have besp considersd and have been
determined 1o be nacessary in order 1o make the findings reguired for this Permit. It is the intent
of the Ciry that the holder of this Permit be required to comply with each and every condition in
order te be affordad the special rights which the holder of the Permit is enutled as a result of

obtaining this Permit.

condition of this Permit, on e legel challengs by the Owner/Pearmities

of this Permit, 1s found or held by e court of compstent jurisdiction 1o be invelid, unenforesabie,
or unrszsonzble, this Permiz shall be void. Howsver, in such an eveni, the Owner/Permittes shall

have the right, by paying applicable processing f2es, 10 bring 2 reguest for z new pemmit withow
the “invalid" conditions(s) back o the discretionary body which approvad ths Permit for 2
determinarion by that body as 1o whether all of the findings necessary for the issuance of the
proposed permit can siill be made in the ebsence of the "invelid" condition(s). Such hearing shall
be & hearing de novo and the discreuonary pody shall have the absolute right to approve,
disepprove, or modify the proposed permil and the condition(s) containsé therein

ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS:

11, Mitigarion requirements are tied 1o the environmental docurnent, specifically the

Mitication, Monitoring, znd Reporting Program (MMRP). These MMRP conditions are

ot

incorporaied into the permit by reference or zuthorization for the project.

12, The miligauon m

e Mit _-ga‘zon Moniioring end Reporting Program,
znd outlinzd in MITICA i

ED CLARATION, NO. 3

g
)
(e
L4
L
s
~J
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CORSTLCTON pians and specifications under ine heading EN TWIRONMENT AL/MITIGATION
f\:aQU:p\_.d]\/:__.]\ 1 .‘D.

13, Tne Owner/Permitise shall comply with the Mingaton, Monitoring, and Reporting
Program (MMRP) as specified in MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, NQ. 51076,
sailsTaclory to tne Dexuopment Services Department and the City Enginesr, Poor to issuznee of
the fire: bullding permit. all condizions of the MMRP shall be adherad to. 10 the satisfaction of
the Citv Enginser. Al mitigation measures as speciiically outlined in the MMRP shall be
implemented for the foliow mo issue areas: Histomical Resources (Archazology).

14, Prior 10 issuance of any cONSTUCTON permit, the Ow nerfDo:mnse shall pey the Long Term

Mornitoring Fee in accordance with tne vﬂoamﬁ Services Fes Schedule 1o cover the Ciny's
costs 2ssociated with implementanion of permit CoOmpliancs mOnRionng.

15, Pror o demolition of the existing single farmity residence, notice shall be given o the San
Diego Air Poliution Contmol Distniet (SDAPCD) regardless of whether any asbesios is present or

not.

ENGINEERING REQUIREMENTS:

=
b
-
=
(4]
15
o
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=
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Prinr to the izguance o

12 _ ant

consm»"non Besi Managemeni Praciices ns:essa:"_\; {a] omm ) w mn Cnapis 1;: _'_a“-.-f_jcje 1,
Division 1 (Grading Regulations) of the '
or spa:znuano-_.h.

1

17. Pdor to the issuance of ey consirucuon permit the applicant shall submit & Water Pollution
Control Plan (WPCP). The WPCP shall be prepared in accordance with the guidelines in
A:)J.,nau E of the Ciry's Storm Water Standards.

18.  Pror to the issuance of any building permits, the applicam shall obtain an Sneroachment
Mazaintenapce and Removal Agreement, for propossd sidewall underdrain in the West Poimt

ezt

Lomea Boulevard right-oi-way.

10, Prior t0 the issuance of any puilding permit, the applicant shall enter into an agreement 10
indemnify, proisct and hoid namless Ciry, it 0'::'1:1&. and emplovses from anv and all claims,
demands, causes or actior, liability or loss becauss of, or ansing out of the reesipi of runof or
flood waters due 10 the consyuction of z basement gah age.

20. Prior to occupancy, the appiicant shell process a "Non Conversion Agreement” for the
carage and storage area, subject o inundanon.

21.  The appiicani shzll floodproot all structuras subject 10 inundation. The floodprooisd
Fucrures must be conswucrad in 2 manner satistaciory 1o the City Zngineer,

GEOLOGY REQUIREMENTS:

22 Am u’odate" f_f‘* otechnical report will be required as conswuction plans zre developed for the

Additonal geotechnical informanon uch as verification of existing soil conditions

‘g

rojec nal g

7

iy

Peos 40
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.

needhe wo¥ design of structure foundatons will be subject to approval by Building Devel opieni

=

Review prior to issuance of bullding permils.

LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS:

23, All reguired landscape shall be mainiained in a disease, weed and liter free condition i all
o f;:fj 5

times. Severe pruning or "topping" of rees 1s not permninied unjess specifically notad in this
Permit. The re=s shall be maintained in & sare manner 10 allow 2ach wse 10 grow 1o i1s marurs

PLANNING/DESIGN REQUIREMENTS:

24, No fewer than rwo off-sireet parking spaces shall be maintained on the property at all timss
in the approximate locations shown on the approved Exhibit “A.” Parking spaces shall compiy at
21l imes with the SDMC and shall not bz converted Tor any other use unjess otherwise

authorizaed by the Development Services Department,

25. A topegraphical survey conforming 1o the provisions of the SDMC may be required if 1t is
determined, during construstion, that thers may be 2 conflict berween the building(s) under

construction and & condition of this Permitor e regﬂ.hauon of the underlying zone. The cost of

L3

any such SUrvey shall bz bome= D'\ e Ovwnar/Pery

Prior 10 the isspance of any puilding permits, tne Owner/Perminies shall grantt
Dieco County Regional A_l—Dof’ Autnority an aviganon gasement 1or the purpose of m —1tam'mg

(3
ki
. Lf]
B

—
-y a

zll aircraft approalh pais 1w ! mao*c“ rigld. This ezsement shall permit the uncondidoned

ht of fiight of airerafi in the federzally conwolied airspace above the subject property. T ats

snall identify the eesement’s ‘elevarion above the proparty and shall includs

prohibitions regarding use ol and a.,Livi ; on the property that would interfers with the intended

use of the ezsement. This easement may reguire the grantor of the easement to waive any righi of
ction arising out of noise associaied with the flight of aircraft within the sasement,

27. Prior fo submiting building plens o the City for review, the Owner/Permittee shall place a

ote on all buiiding plans indiceting that an avigation easement has been granted across the

‘U

n zs
roperty. The note shall include the County Recorder’s recording number for the avigation

ezsement.

28.  All private ouidoor lighting shall be shaded and adjusteC 10 fall on the same premises whers

such lights ars located and in accordance with the apphicadle regulanons in the SDMC,

INFORMATION ONLY:

+ 4Dy parTv on whormn fesg, dedications, reservalions, Or oter exactions heve besn imposad
as condinons o: approval of this development permit, may protest the imposition within
rinaty davs of the approval of this developmeni pe -~m by filing 2 wrinien protest with ths

Cirv Clerk pursuant to Californiz Government Code §66020.

o]
)
45=
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PPROVED by the Ciry Council of the

ATTACHMENT 9

TInE

v pe subject w impact rees at the ime of construction parmit issuance

the City of San Diege on May 22, 2007 by Resoiunon No.
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Permit Typ2/PTS Approval No. CDP 147134, SDP 380030

Date of Approval: Mav 22 2007

AUTHENTICATZD BY THE DEVELOPMENT SZRVICES DEPARTMENT

Laiiz iskandar
evelopment Project Manager

NOTE: Notary acknowledgment
must be attached per Civil Code
section 1180 et seq.

The undarsmn ed Ovmﬂr/Pe:-nut:en by execunon hersof, aweez 10 cach and every conditon of

fm s s mertmmn mneh e A s o AL o A e o (D — N
h ooy ST Lrwes oS \___’I“L_ICC. _J._‘u.,unuu‘,i.

L.LJ..L.) 4 ..r.u.ux‘ G-.LJu ;.u uu.a.ﬂ..\..u: it Peddiiii, el Gl SVl Yl

-Owner/Parmines

David Stebbins

NOTE: Notary acknowjedgments
must be attached per Civil Code
‘section 118C &t seq.

Jd
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PZSOLUTION NUMBZR R-
ADOPTED ON _Meav 22 2007

—

WHEZREAS, on Ociober 27, 2004, D2via Siebbins subrnitia an application 1o the Devel oum-i i
Sn"vxces Deparmmen: for Site Development Permit No, 380930 and Coastal I Devezlopment Permit

No. 147134,

WHEREAS, the permit was s2t Tor & public hearing to be conducied by the City Counci] of the
Citv of San Diego; and :

WHEREAS, the issue was hzard by the City Council on May 22, 2007; and

WHEREAS, the Ciry Council of the City of San Diego considered the issues discussad in
Mitigated Negative Declaranon No. 31076 NOW THEREFORE, :

BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of San Diego, that it is hereby cerified that
Mitigated Negative Declaration No ﬂ}O 76 hnas been completed in compliance with the
California Environmenial Quality —xct 0f 1970 (Czlifornia Public Resources Code Saction 21 000
=t seq.) as amnended, and the Stats guideiines theresto (California Adminisiration Code

ection 15000 et s2q. ) that the repor: reflects the inde .,ndnmjuamqnm of the Ciry of Sen Diego

a5 I T a’:f‘( & TETIoY ahr' ‘n"‘ ?“'\b 1"11‘02’1::9: co:"ﬂ '}ﬂc 1"'1 Q:Hﬂ "D'hﬁ"" TﬁUﬂﬂ")ﬂ"" ‘Z;‘.fh 2?‘11.’ .n’\"‘.“."‘h"ﬂ!(

received ammg ihz _'D'LID.U‘“ review W DTOC2ss, nas peen reviswed and vO"lS]Cl red D"\ the Ci T'V

fareiee
Council.

BE IT FURTHER RZSOLVED that the Citv Council finds thai p —mec- revisions now mitigais
,:;o entially sigmicant eifec: i3 0N ine environment previonsly identified in the Inirial Smudy and

erefore, that said Mmg ¢ Negative Declaration, 2 copy of which 1§ attached hereto and
m,opolat d by reference, is hersdy approvec.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that pursuan: 10 California Public Resources Code, Secton

21081.6, the City Council n r»o; adopis the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Proc"am or
alterations to implement the changes 1o the project as reguired by this boa}, in order to mitigars or

avoid sienificant effects on the environment, & cOpY OF which is artached hersto and incorporated

narein b\» reference,
APPROVED: Michasl £guirrs, City Amomey

By

Atncimney

ATTACHMENT: Zxhibit £, Mitigation Moniioring and Reporting Program

10
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EXHIBIT A

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMTIT

Projeci No. 51076

Resources Code Secuon 21081.5 gunng implementation of mitnigation measures, This procram
identifies ai & minimum; the Gepartnent responsidle 101 the monitoring, what is 1o be monitored,
now thes moenitonng shall be accomplished, the momtoring and reporting schedule, and '
compietion requirements. A rscord of the Mitiganion Monitoring and Reporting Progam will be
maintained at the offices of the Land Development Revisw Division, 1222 First Avenue, Tifth
Floor, San Disgo, CA 92101. All mitigation measures contained in the Mitgated Negarive
Deciaration (Froject No.31079) shall be made conditions of STTE DEVELOPMENT PER MIT
and COASTAL DEVELOPMEINT PERMIT as may be turther descriped beiow,

This Mingatnon Monitoring andé Reporiing Program is designed 1o ensurs compliance with Public

V. MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGR.AM:

The mitigation monitoring and reporiing program will require additional fe=s and/or
ieposits 10 be coliecied prior to the issuance of building permits, certificates of occupancy
and/or final maps to ensure the successiul completon of the monitoring proeram, )

HISTORICAT RESQURCES (ARCHAZOLOGY)

I Prior to Permit Issuance
A. Lend Development Review (LDR) Plan Check

1. Prior to Notice 10 Procesd (NTP) for any consmuciion permits, inciudineg b

limiteé 1o, the firs: Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Fermits and Buildin
Plans/Permits, but prior to the Arst preconstruction mesting, whichever is
applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Zovironmental desiones shall
verify that the reguirsments for Archeeological Monitoring and Netive American

i applicanle, have bzen noied on the eppropriate constucuion

1l not
g

mornitoring, 1
document
B, Lemers of Qualification have been submitted o ADD
1. The applicani spall submit 2 lener of verification to Mitigation Monitonng
Coordination (MMQC) 1aenufying the Principal Investigator (P1) for the prgj ect and

g

defined 1o the City of San Disgo Historical Resources Guidslinas (HRG). If
applicable, indiviguals involved in the archasological monitoring nrogram mus:

nave compleied the 40-nowr EAZWOPER irzining with ceriicatio

13

documsaniation.

2. MMC will provide ¢ ietier io the apphcent confirming the quaiifications of the Pi
end all persons involved in the archazological monitoring of th= project.
3. Prior 1o the start of work, the applicant must obtain approval from MMC for anv
personnel changas associated with the monitoring program.
I{. - Priorto Start of Construction

A Wemificanion of Racords Szarch
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I~

143

e PI shall provide verificztion 10 MMC that 2 site speeific rezords search (1/4

niile ragdius) has been complered. Vermneauon includes, bui is not limited 10 2

copy of & confirmaton letier from South Coest Information Center, or, if the
earch was in-house, & Jetier of verification from the Pl siating that'the' szzrch was

;3*1

completed.
The jetter shall inoduce any perilnent INforMAanon concerning expectaions and

propabilities of discovery during renching and/or grading activites.
The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting 2 reduction 1o the ' mile
radius.

B, PI Shall Attend Precon Mestings

-

I

(E3 ]

Prior 10 beginning eny work that reguires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrangs
& Precon Mesting that shall inciude the Pi, Consmuction Managsr (CW) and/or
Grading Contractor, Resident Zngineer (RE), Building Inspscior (BI), if
appropriate, and MMC. The gualified Archaesologist shall attend any
orading/zxcevaton related Precon Meetings 10 make comments and/or
suggestions concerning the Archesological Monitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contracror. :
2. If the Pl is unable to attend the Precon Meetng, the Applican: shall schedule &
Tocused Precon Mesung wnn ?\{M C, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate,

Prior 1 the start

._1

Ul Z11% W C’ H’- I'unu o3 kLJUL.u.LU‘LM_,

l,!

identifv Areas to be Monitorad

z. Pror o tha stari of any work thai reguiras monitodng ine PI shall submit ap
Archasolegical Monitoring Exnibit (AME) based on the appropriate
consruction documents (reduced o 11x17) to MMC identifying th2 arsas 10
be monitored inchuding the delinsation or grading/excavation limiis. '

b. The AME shall be based on the resulis of z site specific records search as weli
2s information regarding existing known soil conditions (native or Tormation).

When Monitoring Wiil Occur

2. Pror to the starn of any work, the P shall also submiz-a consuuction schedule
1o MMC through the RZ indicanng when and whers moniioring will oceur.

5. The Pl.mey submit a detailed letier to MMC prior 1o the start of work or
during construction requesung e modification o the monitoring program. This
raqusst shall be based on relsvant ihformarion such as review o;‘fmgl
consiruction documents which indicaie site conditions such as depth of
excavation and/or site graaed to bedrockeic., which may reduce or incraase
the potsntial for resources 10 be present.

[[I. During Construction _
Monitor Shell be Pr: nt During G"ELCH.P g/mxcavaton/I: '=ncm;-_

1

[

The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavenon/trenching
acTvINEs w'nic"r- could result in impacis io archazological resources as ide entified
on the AME. The Construction Manager is responsible for notifving the RE,
P1, and MMC of changes to any construction activities.

The monitor shail docu.msnt neld activity via the Consuliant Site Visit Record
(CSVR)., The CSVR's shall be faxed byihe CM 10 the RE the first day of
monitoring, the last dey of momnitoring, monthly (Notification of Momtormo

[
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Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveriss. The RE shall forward copiss
10 MMC. i
Tn= PImay submit 2-detailed Jener 1o MMC during construction reguesing z
modification 10 the monitoring program when 2 figld condition such 2sm ozlem
disturbance post aatmc the previous g.raamg/u— nching activiues, presence of
fossil formanons, Of wWhen natve soils encountered may reducs or increase the
potential Tor resources 0 be present.

Discovery Notificaion Process
i

-

In the event of & discovery, the Archasological Monitor spall direct the conirazior
to temporariiv divert Tenching activities in the area of discovery and imm ediataly
notify the RZ or B, zs appropmiate. o ’
The Monitor shall immediately notify the PJ (uniess Monitor is the PI) of the
discovery :
The PI shall immediateiv noufy MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall alse
submit written documentation t© MMC within 24 hours by fax or emell with
photos of the resource in context, if possivle,

C. Determination of Significancs

1.

The PI and Natve American representative, if applicable, shall evajuare the

sigriificance of the resource. If Human Remains ars involved, follow protocol in

Secnon TV beilow:,

2. The Pl snall immeciaiely nouty MMC by phone 1o discuss s gnincance
determination and shall also submit a lener to MMCindicatine whether

additional mitiganion is required. - '

b. Iftherssourse ic significant, the PI "'"all submit en Archaeoiogizal Data
Rnoovb"\' Program (ADRP) and obtain writien approval Tom MMC. Impacs
10 signifizant TESOUrcSs must be mmgatea peifors ground disturbing activities
in the arez of discovery will be allowed 10 resume

c. Ifresource is not significant, the PI shall submit a] eter 10 MMC Indicatng

that artifacts will be collscied, curated, and documented in fne :mal
Monitoring Report. The lenier shall ai;o indicais thai that no further work is
required.

Discovery of Human Remains

If numan remains are discoverad, work snall halt in thai arez and e rollowing

Drocedures st forth in the Californiz Public Resources Code (S=c. 3087.98) a0d State
Health and Saferv Code (S=c. 7050.5) shall be undertaken:

.ﬁ I\'OL;ncaﬁon- -

1

u

150
1.

Archaeological Monitor shall notify the Rz or Bl as eppropriate, MMC, ané the

PI, if the Moritor 1s not guelifed as e PI. MMC will notify the appropriate Senior
IEILI'J"" in the Eav honm.,ntal Analysis Swuon (ZAS).

PI shall nonfy the Medical Examiner afier consulation with the RE, =ither in

-

*U

_:>3:' 501 OF Viz iglepnons.

lz1e discov ey 312

Work shall be direcied away from the location of the discovery and anv nearby
area reasonably suspaciaed 10 overlay adjacent humen remains until 2
deiermination can be mads 03 the Medical Zxaminer in consuliation with the PI

COonler "1_"‘0 the DIOVE enience of the ramzing.,
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The Medical E Examiner, in consultation with the PL, shall dztermine the need fore
field examination 10 determine the provenisnce

T 2 fizld examination 1§ not warranted, e Me dical Evaminer shall determine
with input from the PIL ifthe remeains ars or are most likely 1o be of Natve

}

P

American on ain,

C. L Human anmps ARE determinad o be Native American

2.

A

Lhn

Cr
—

The Medical Examiner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC). By lew, ONLY the M=dical Examiner can make this call.

The NAHC shall coniast PIwithin 24 hours or sooner, afier Medical =xaminer

hes complered coordinatjon.

NAHC shall identify the person or persons determined 10 be the Most Likely

Descendent (MLD) and nrowm contact information..

The PI shall coordinere with the MLD for additionzl consultation,

Drisposition of T\a:ve American Human Remains shall be determined bemwaen the

MLD and the PL Ir:

z. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed 1o make 2

ecommendation within 24 hours afier being notified bv the Commission; OR

b. The landownser or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the
MLD and madiation in accordance with PRC 309 7.94 (k) oy the NAHC fails
10 provide measures accepiable 10 the landowner

T Human Femazains are NOT Natve American

The PI shall contact the Medical Zxaminer and notify them of ths hisworic erz
context of the burial,

2. The Medical Examiner will dstermine the appropmiate course of astion with the Pl
and Ciry starf (PRC 53097.98).

3. Ifthe remains are of historic onigin, ey shall be appropriately removed and
conveved to the Mussum of Man for analysis. The decision for internment of the
hurman remains shell be made in consultation with MMC; EAS the
applicant/landowner and the Museum of Man. '

V. Night Work
. If night work is inciuded in the conwact

}. When night work 1s included in the contract package, the 2xtent and timing shall
o-= presented and discussed at the precon mesing, -

2. The following procedures shall be followsd

Ne Discovenes

in the event that no discoveries were encouniersd during night worl;, The

s'“ all record the informanon on the CSVR and submit to M_?:{C viz fax by G&L‘

e following morming, if possible,

b. Dzs«,oven,_

All discoveries sha 1'1 be
procedures detailed in S
of Human Remains.
Potentially Significant Discoveries

T the P1 dstermines that 2 potsntially significant discovery heas Desp made, the
procedures detailed under Secuon 1 - During Construction shal! be IOHO'\;\"ed,

L

procassed and documentad using the 2xisting
ectuons II1 - Dunng Construction, and IV — Discovery

L8]

10



000970 ATTACHRBEE R

d. The PIshall immeadiately contact MMC, or by 8AM the following mornine to

u

C.

eport and discuss the findings as indiczted in Sscnon II-B, unless other
s:)v--_;- arTangements nave bean made,
{ night work becomes necessary duning the course of consmuction
Thne Consmucton Manager shall notfy the RE, or Bl as appropriate, 2 minimum
f 24 nours pafore ths work 15 1o beain.
2. TheRE, or BL, a5 appropriate, shall notufy MMC iminediately.

All other procedures describad above shall apply, as appropriate.

(R et

V1. Post Construction
A, Supminal of Drafit Monitering Report

p.‘l

o

o

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative)
which describas the resulis, analvsis, and conciusions of all phases of the
Archasological Monitoring Program (with appropriaie graphics) to MMC for
review and approval within 90 devs following the complenon of monitoring,

2. Forsignificant archaeological resources encountered during moniioring, the
Archazeological Date Recovery Program snall be inciudeg in the Dreft
Monitoring Report. :

b, Recording Sites with State of California Departiment of Parks and Recreation
The PI shall be r‘:SpOI‘SibJ“ Ior recoréing (on the appropriate State of

- TN fam . T
[ Rt S AN N .'U..Ij C-..LJ\

Czliforniz Deparancnt of Park und Recrsation 1ok
significant or potentially significant rasources encountersd during the
Archaeological Monitoring Program in accorcance with the City’s Historical
Resources Guidelines, and submitial of such forms 10 the Souih Cozstal

e

information Center with the Final Monitoring Report.

MMC sheli rerurn the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for
oreparetion of the rinal Report. :
3, Tne Pl chall submii revised Draft Monitoring R.:oo* 10 MMC 107 approval.
4, MMC shzll provide writien verification 10 the Pl of " the approved report.

MMC shall notify the RE or BL 2s approprizte, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring
Report submitials and approvals.

I EJ]U.'IDG of Artifact ]
Thez P shall be responsible for ensuning that ali cultural remains collecisd are

y—r

cieanad 2nd catalogusé

The PI snall be responsible for ensunng that all armitacts ars analvzed 1o identifs
function and chronology as they relate o the history of the arez; that faunal
material is identified as 1o speciss; and that specialty smcies ars completad, a

-0

(72

anmou**at-

Curation of arrifacis; Accession Agreement and Acceptance Vernicaion

1. Tne?1shall be responsidle for ensuring that all artiracts essocizted with the
survey, tesiing and/or data recovery IOT tRls project are permanently curated wiih
an zppropriaie insutution. This shall be completed in consultation with MMC and
the Native American represenialive, as applicable,

2. The Plshall include the Accepiance Verification Trom the curation institution in
the Final Monitoring Report submined 1o the RE or B and MMC.

Final Monitoring Repori(s)
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. 1. The PI shall submit one copy o7 the approved Final Monitoring Report 1o the RE
or Bl s appropniate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 davs
c:I”" notifcanon from MMC that the drafi report has been approved,

e RE shall, in no case, issue the Notce of Completion LTl scelving & copy of

|

the approved Final Monitoring Report ITO“I\ MMC whizh includas the Acceprance

Verification from the curation institution.

The abova mIitigation MONItoring zné repolt ng program will reguire addi LlODa. fess and/or
d=posits 1o b2 colizcied prior 1o the issuance of building permis, certinicatss of 0" upancy and/or
final maps 10 ensure the ‘successful co*rml,non of the monioring program.
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july 6, 2006

City of San Dizgo
Development Services Department
322 First Avenus, MS 302

Sanp Diego, CA ©2101

A Lailz Iskandar, Project Manager

p—

Subject: Project No. 531076 (3165 West Point Lomz B
Dear Ms. Iskandas

“The subisct

ATTACHENT

Ocean Beach Planning Board, Inec.

P.O. Box 70184

Ovcean Beach, California 92167

vd.)

which & guorum was present. There were Two mOLORS concerning this property and neither one passed,

Various poard members noted that the new rasidence would represent z significant improvement over the

11

project was presented at the Ocean Beach Planning Board's General Mesting on July 3, 2006 at

¢ the characier of the general neighborhood. In addition the change Jom 2

‘eyisiing duplex, and would improve ths

Guplex 1o e single family residence woulé reduce-dendity in the area.

Varous poard members noted concems
might be re-asveloped to sumilar heig

about the height of the project, and that other property on the block
hte, altering the character of the neighborhood. The concern is that

subssguent development might create 2 corridor of tall buildings on the block. The suggestion was to restoet

the project to TWo S10riss.

. A . . - - e .;‘I_- rm 'n"‘f oo "5.. ' . “.T‘ + mac . —
It was moved and secondsd 1o recommend approval of the project as presented. Motion did not pass. VOTE:

YES, 4 NO, 0 Abstained.

I was moved znd seconded to recormmend denial of the project
inappropriateness with the neighborhood. Motion dic not pass.

Thank vou Tor recognizing our efforis and considering our vois.

w21l

e

s, pleass do 1ot hesitate 10 contalti m

o
—

e
2

f vou neve any quesuo

as presenied due to the bulk and scale
VOTE: 4YES, ¢NO, 0 Absiained.

NEN
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THz CiTy oF SaN Di=co : o

RepORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE ISSUED:  January 30, 2007 REPORT NO. PC-67-010
ATTENTION: Planning Commission, Agenda of February §, 2007

SUBJECT: STERRINS RESIDENCE - PROJECT NO. 51 076
. PROCESS 4

OWNER/APPLICANT:  David Stzbbins

SUMMARY

Issue(s): Should the Plaaning Comrmnission approve the demolition of an existine ane-
- story duplex, and the consmugtion of 2 new 1,749 square-foot, thres-story single family
residence zbove 2 8§16 square-Ioot basement garage on 2 2,500 square-foot site. and 1o

ellow for & deviation from the regulanons for Special Flood Hazard Areas?

Staff Recommendation:

[y

. CERTIF’Y MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION No. 51076, and ADOPT MMRP:

and
2. Approve Cozstal Develepment Pemmit No. 147134; and.
3. Approve Sit2 Development Permit No, 380032

Communitv Plannine Group Recommendation: The subject project was preseniad a
the Ocean Beach Planning Board's General Mesting on July 3, 20086, There ware rwo -
MONONs concerming this Property ant naither one passed (Vois 4-4-0) (Amachment 10)

Epvironmental Review: A Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), Project No. 51076,
has been preparad for the project 1n accordance with Staie of Californiz Environmenial
Qualiry Act (CEQA) guidelines. A Mitigarion Momitoring 2nd Renoriing Proeram
(MMRP) has been preparsd and will be implementad for Archasological Resources
which will reduce any poiential impacts to below a level of sigmiﬁc:me.

Fiscal Impact Statement: The cost of processing this application is paid for by ths

WVYIRSITY

T AR A TR

48
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applicant.

Code Enforcement Impact: None with this action. There zr= no opzn ceses in the
Neignvorhood Code CO:’ITDJ.;E.IIC“ epartment Tor this property.

Housing Imoact Qta{emnnt The 0.057-acre siiz is presently designated for multi- - famnily

residential at 15 to 25 dwelling units per acre in the Ocean Beach Presigs Plan which
woula allow 1 dweliing unit on the project site. The proposal to demolish ax SXISTing 2-
dweliing unif duplex smucturs and conszruct & 1-dwelling unit soucnurs on the 2,500
square-foot lot is within the density range 0f 15 10 235 dwelling units per acreidentified in
the Pracise Plan. The proposal would resultin a net loss of 1 dweliing vnit in the coastal
zone. However, this does not tigger any remedial action 1o replace affordeble housing
within the community becanse it aoes not measar the Coastal Ove riay Zone Affordable
Fousing Replacement Reguiations requiring, “Demolition of & residential squcture with
tnres oF more dwelling units or demolition of at Lam elzven units when two or more

. SToctures are mvolved.”

BACKGROUND

d at 5166 West Point Loma Boulev ard in the RM 2-4 Zone, and is within the
iz {uppeuiabie-area), Coastal Height Limh Overlay Zone, Firm Pyblic
Roadway, Beack Pasiding: L’nna:‘. Overlay Zone, AlTpon ADD roach Over rlay Zone, Airpor
Environs Crver lay 7on° & the 100-vear Floodpiain Overlay Zone. The 0.057-acre site is with;’-l
the Ccean Beack Precise Plan and Loceal Coastal Progam Land Use Piaxn (LCP) which designates
the property and swrounding neighboriood for multi-family land vse &t & meximum denst v of

25 dwelling units per acrs (%-La:;;,:; t3).

'l
il

Tae single-story, 1,230 sguare-foot duplex was constructied in 1055, The DJOJDG. Site ig

surrounded by established multi-fammily residental developments to the west, sast. soutn and
tean Beack Dog Park to the northwesi, The Szp :)1320 River'is located approximatelyv 650 faer
io the norin of the proposed development and il the Pacific Ocean to the west (Amachment 2).

A Coestal Devejopment Permit (C_J:') 1§ requirad 10 allow the d"molitio: of en =xisting one-
story, duplex zn¢ ihe construction of 2 new three-story 2bove basemen: sin gle familv residence
fronung West Point Lome Boulevard.

e Development Permii in accordancs with rr0”°s< 4 is 2lso reguirsd fo allow for & dzviztion
the Specizal Flood Hazard ﬂuea_ per the City's “:;omvmaq Sensizive Lands Reguizstions
143-014). B

UT

]

0

(SDMf’“ Seciion 142.0110

DISCUSSION

Proiect Deszrintion:

The project proposss the demolition of the exi stng ons-stery duplsx and the consmuction of a
new thrse-siory 2bove bassment single family residence, onting Wesi Point Lome Boulevard,

1
-
]
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¥z propossc 1,748 squars- "100t single fzmily residence would include an office, masier

D2aroOm, TWO H2Inro0ms and & pato oo We frstlavsl; & ijichen, am_pc room, living rooms,

pathroom and two decls on the sscond level; and & loft and 2 deck on the third-floor Jevel. The

project would also include 2 subisrransan two-car garags with e siorage area.

T

The exterior freaunents of the single family residence would include 2 sticco finish with olzss
blocks located on the norh, south ané west sides of the single-familv residenze. The Movnd 2nd
third Jevels would include & foam shape cornice that would border 2zch of those levels, Pipe
railing would border the top of 2ach level, along with a 2 !4 oot glzss rail on both the s=cond and

ihird Jevel éecis on the west sice o ':n wucture. The eastemn half of the roof wouid consist of

downward sloping concrete fart nle roofng, while the ‘west half of the roof wounld consist of 2 fa:

700f (Attachment 5).

Comuorunity Plan Apalvsis:

4s ongnelly submitted, the project included the demolition of the existing uplex and
consTudton of & 1,7’1 {(omiginal propo sal) sguare-1oot thres-levsl single dwelling unit with a
subierranean periing garage. Sta_f‘ tially had concerns regarding the bulk and scale pormaved

in the frst supmitizl. The project site 18 locaied on one side of & biock consisting of -;zo-\

duplexes. The architectural sivie of the exisiing 1-story dupiexes are virmally jdentical and have
‘been determinesé not 1o be historcally signinicant. Many of the structures are gilapidaied and in

e=d of repamr/remoasiing and the propesal would be consistent with the (Ucean Beach AcHon
Plan's objective 1o “Renovate subsiandard and dilapidated property™ (Residential Element) and
"Promote the continuanon of an economically balanced housing markst, providing for ali zee
groups ané family Gpes” (Residential Siement). - -

Stafi’s imitial concerns regarcing the proposal’s bulk and scalz were addressed when the

applicant, afiey meeting With $1ail, Incorporated suggestions that served io further break down the

bulk of the original submitial in 2 manner that preserves the sharaster of small-scale residential
ievelopment in the coOmununity.

The revised nro*,e:t would be consistent with the Ocean Beach Precise Plan. At three siorec. the
wroject would be o1 a larger scaje than immediately surrounding deveionment, I—Iowsvw the

project would more clossly match 2-story structures on the block 1o the immadiate north of W 23t
Point Lomsz Boulsverd. In acdinion, the project arsa IS mappsd within the 100-vear floodplain

and the resTictions on Aevelopment Within the [l00dpiain require thei the Arst floor be 2
apove the base flood eisvaton, which would sffectively render the ground floor uninhapitabl= for
most properiles in this arsa. L.,ls condition and the RM-2-4 zone requirement that 23 percent of
FAR be utilized for parking lec the applicant 10 waterproof the garage in order 10 avoid } naving
part ol the ground floor 1zvel devoted w parking, which, in fum, would have drest cally reduced
nebitable space. The project proposal 'i-‘l cludes 2 modsst increase in squars footage from 1,230 10

1,749 and the =pp’licant nas submitisd & Gesign that is well-amiculatad with pronounced siep

TDQ'
[ ey

[3

— - Bty

backs on boin the second and third siones which would enhance DEQ&:H;:‘._‘ O'iv...l.._.lOJ.' onc the
public ric_rht-of-wav. The third story roor it also sioped do

-

scele of the proposal. Furiner, the proposal obssrves ine '1-}:'3'-1001 h=ight li"'nii Of—"- & Coast*l

i
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Ova.a\f Zone.

Stzff conclucded thar the roaos“d design fypifies “small-scale” low-density development and
would b2 consisient with both the Ocezn Beach Precise Plan angd ihe Action Plan gosls for
sdevelopment and owner occupiad housing. This dstermination was based on the wall
articulated design which reduces the bulk of the structure and opsarves the Coastal Ovearlay
heignt limit while mindfvl of the site’s phyvsical consiraints and regul latory 1ssuss which in ;lude
the flcodplain and zoning limitations on fioor area ratio.

]

The project is located berwseen the firsi public right-of-way and the ocean and therefors isstiag of
coastal access (physical and visual) must e addressed. The proposal would not impact any
poysical access 10 the coast. In addimon, there are ne public visw cornidors identfied in the arez
by either the Ocsan "‘Dach Drec se Plan or the Ocean Beach Action Plan, Nonsth cless, the
" project wouléd respeact acl: E:GT_T.J_TD"‘] ents and 2 three 0ot view cormidor would be provided

along ine east and west sidss of the property through 2 desd reswiction to preserve views towerd

Dog Beach and the San Disgo River

Environmental Analvsis:

- = T T L e T T A

aia CODSURACUOD Sl wie s a../..,ou_;‘: uuuj.«A in)

The project site 1s within ma 100 year .Joocmlam and is therefore considersd Dnvironmnntal]x
a

P N ta e meem e e e
TOoTTITTI S 2T - ! T ’ o
SCOSTLVO LED, LOWEVEI, LS ;,uuuau..-._: L —Jl—‘- v

comp]ete]y disturbed the site. The property is relatively flar with an elevation of § feet above
nean sez [evs] and does not include anv s“nsitnm topographical or biological resourzes. The site

is neither within nor adjatent to M umHao':a Piznnin anming Area (MHPA) lands, A Mingared

Negauve Declaration dared November 2, 2006, has been prepersd for this Projaci in accardance

with State CEQA guidsiinss, and 2 Mzagaaom Monitoring and R=-nor:1'—ag Program is required
1or Arcoesological Resourcas to raduce any potential impacts 10 bejow z lavel of sienificance.

»74 l
I—-l,

ad

Projeci-Related Issues:

be comstrucied within the 100 Year Floodpiain (Special Flood

Thz proposed Gevelop ent will o
io0d Zigvanon of 9:0 fzei mean sez level. The resietions on

Hazard 4rea), and has 2 Base T
at Jeast 2 fest above the base flood elevation in accordance with San Dieco Municinal Code
(SDMC) section §143.0146(C)(8), while the Federal Em ergency Menzgement Agency (FEMA)
reguires that the finished floor elevation be at one or more fesi above the base flopd 2levarion

{3rE). This projsct is requssing 2 deviation to allow development of the residential sauchure, o

be at 7.1 722t below the Bese Flood Elevation. The subie an garage, which would have 2
aspih ofa’ fzet bejow exisiing grades, would D &t leasi two f2er 1ov\ ihe high groundwater
table. Howsever, the project has baen designed and conano::.,c ot ‘ 513“}' I flood relziad
demage w0 the principal residential structure by raising there a'-.::rvd g space Hoor ares 2bovs
the flood line per FEMA requirements, and :"ooa oof all. swuchures su jeé.‘ 10 inundaion in

b
J
3
102
T
0
T2
O
bt
{“-!
|”

ccordance with Technical Bulie ral Insurance Administation. Buiiding
conditions Nos. 20 and 21 of the Siie D.;v,jonmm Permut are reguired 10 implement the ST
Regulahions and 2llow the siie 10 be developed pelow the Br;_. All State and Federal flood

I

development within tne floodpiain require that the lowes: floor, inciuding basement, be slevaioed

i

i



urebraents shall be sztisfied and the projest wonlé be consisient with FTEMA euidsiines
through the above mentioned condinions

As such, the proposad design complies with the requirements for davelopment in 2 floodn ain

and the m:)acT would not be significant of otherwiss, would be mitigated 1o below 2 ]“Vf_:l of

siom'ﬁcm The nszct 15 consistent with ihe land use designation in the Ocean Beach Pracige
Plan and LocaJ Coszstal Program.

Staff can support the nro*oos,d deviation as the project conforms to the dgve]ob-nnm recul ations
through sensitive design pracucss. :

Commupity Groun: The Ocezan Beach Planming Board met on Jwy 3, 2006. There were tovo
MOUORS presenisd concerning this property and neither one passed

» The first moton Wes 1o 2pprove the project as presentsc. The motion failed bv 2 vote of
£.4-0 '
. 't' '

» The subssguent motion was [0 deny the project as presented due to the bulk znd scale.
This motion aiso failed by & vote of £-4-0, '

nar: omeimome mavad that tha new recidonor wonld rammacams o ol S e et o
e SESivelior MIULLUD ICUTOECHL £ RIgminiEnl mnrav emant

over r.he wisting duplex, and would improve the character of the general nvxcrnbcrnooo. In
addition, the change from & duplex to a single family residence would reduce density in the ares.

-
<.
1
)
A
4
IL

fa)

i

Various board members noted concerns about the neight of the project, and that other Dropertes
on‘the block might be re-developed 1o similar heights, altering the character of the n2ignborhood.
Tneir concern is that subseguent deve]opm:nt might create e corddor of tail buildines op the
plock, The suggesiion was 1o T25T1st 1n€ Project to two stomes. i

4¢ previously indicated, the project site is mapped within the 100-vear floodplain and the
resirictions on development within the fioodplain require that the first floor be 2 feet 2bove the
pase flood elevation, whickh would effectuvely render the ground floor uninhabitable for most
properties in this area. The applicant nas submitied z desi gn that 15 well-arnculared with
pronounced st=p backs on both the second and third storjes which would snhanice pedesiian
orientatios zlong the public n__m-of-way. The third story roof is also sloped down in front to
further break up ihe scalz of the proposal. Sizil believes these design feamures wonld alleviate the
concern of 1all buildings creating 2 corridor eifsct in the neighbornood and that the propased
project would mest goals of both the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and Acton Plan recarding
red=vzlopment. - -

Coesial Comnigsion: A review lafter dated August 11, 2008 was received from e Californiz
Coastal Commission. Tne Coasial Commission si2ff noted that fhe proposad project snould be
evaluarsd jor adsguate parking, poienial _D.lDi]C view blockage, and compatiniliny With the

community character of the arsz. Given the orientation of the residence 10 the ocean, and since

o e

the site is adjacent to the public park anc beac '-:~., a view analysis should be performsd. The
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propR¥ad development should aadress an 'potnntial Impacts o public access, including impacts
relaizd 10 constuction and should be consisient With the policies of the LDC which reguire oper
fencing in the side vards, and low level vegeiation 10 preserve publiic viaws 10 fhe ocean.

et

W
2
Si

e & project ID. potential public visw blockags and noz:c'- tha1 neither the

b Pre isz Plan (O3FP), nor the Ocean Beach Action Plan identify any specific pubdlic

View COI'DdOI'S in e jaige} &0t ATRR, nO\X’:’i'\"SI, tne E'DD.U cani 15 reg wirad 1o preserve 2 thres-foot

view comridor along both the 2ast andé west sides of the property through 2 d=ed restricton o

preserve views toward Dog Beach 2nd tn“ San Diego River, Th"refo*“, no impacts to public
cess, or any public views would be affected by the proposed project. ) ‘

Geologv: The project site is located within Ge eologic Hazard Zones 31 and 52.as shown on the
San Diego Seismic Safery Study maps. Zone 51 encompasses areas with 2 high liquefaction
potenual. Zone 52 1s characterized bv 2 iow risk 0f geologic hazards. A gsotschnical
ipvestigation was conductec that addresses iquefaction potendal of ths proposed projec -.site.
Tne gegiechnical consuliant concinded that solls 1o  depth of ebout 16-Tz2t are susceptble 10
scommend 2 o gjc ernforced concrete mat foundanon o mitgate
resist hvdrosiatic uplift.

;_

liguefacuon and theyr
‘liguefacton indused semlement and

r!

Gromau ater was encountered at a depth of approximatel y 5 feer. Construction dewatering will
¢ necessary, which might result in minor seitlement of adjacent pr operties. The geotechnical

[

COnSWITant recOmmnenas that e ¢ewaitsring be perrormead on z iocatized besis and existin
improvements monitored 1o minimize possible impacis.

Geotechnical 72ports - addr sssing the project were reviswed | o\f ity Geology staff Based on that
svisw, the geotechnical consultent adequately addressed the soil and gzologic conal.lod

pozunnal.'} impacing the proposed development 0T the purpose of environmental review A_.—z

adaendum geotscanical renorn Wzll e reguirsd for submittal of conswuchon plans for mipisterial

DEITIITS.

Conclusion:

mm o o 2

St2ff has reviewed :13 oTODOS 1ect 2nd has determined the or 0322t is ip conformance *WMJ all
applicable sections of the San Di: NL:u.,mzL Code regarding the RM-2-4 Zone. as allowe
through the Site Development P .:mn ess. Stafl has conc 1uoed that the propossd deviation
will not adversely aifect the Gensral Plar th= Ocean Beach Pracise Plan, znd is at)prou'-laL., for
'L.JC location and will result in a mors desirable project man would be achisvad if designed in

ot conformance with the development regulations of the applicable zone. Siaff belizvas the

173 |

.
sguired 'IBG-T"'US can be QEDD-’)TTUG 25 substani T.Sﬂ in the Findi INJs (“1'—.&311_-.,-“ )) ang

TeCcoImmenas F‘_'.JD“OV" o7 the jaiy 0133: as preposs

]

AT TERNATIVES

1. Approve Ceastel Development Permni No. 147134, and Site Devalonment
Permit No. 389032, with modi fcauons :



2. Oﬂegxggbls*al Development Permit No. 1471
Permit No. 389828, if the findings required t
affirmed.

3 CERTIFY Mingared Negzauve Dac

Respectfully submitted,

. g\_

N\

Mike Westlake
Program Marager
Development Services Department

Ama nmv:ns

Project Location Man

2. Aerial Dnmw*a:m

3. Community Plan Land Use Map
4, Proisct Date Shest

.....

24, ang Site

larzzion No. 3107¢,

endation

3 Project Development Plans

. Site Photos

7. Companble Stucmures in ?\ sleistalergalelalel
&, Drafi Perinit with Conditons

¢ Drafi Resolution wiih rinaings

i0. Community Planning Group Racom

i1 Ownership Disciosurs Statement

12, - Project Coronology

ATTACHMENT 7 ¢

Deveiopment

approve the project cannot be

and ADOPT the MMRP,

Laila Iskandar
Program Manager
Development Services Department
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THE ZITY ©f Saw DIEGE

Development Parmit
Appeal Application

See Information Bulletin 50Z, "Deveiopment Permits Anpeai I°='-’-dle'1’-°n" ‘fgr inizrmatisn on the appeal procedure,

) '..'Type of Appezl
. = T r- zisi - g i ‘P l. i 1 - e
E Frocess Two Dezisian Appeal it Planning .,immzs_smp S/Appna of 2;1=amo Dffizer Dezision 1 tavok e & parmil
o Prosess Three Decision - Appeal 1o Planning Lommission E Prozess F DWE zision - Appeal o ity Coungll
- ‘ . L Ziry Couns
m Brocess Three Desision - Acpeal 1o Esard of Zoning Aposgle ’ .
=, Aopelian: Name ~/e232 snelk done D foplicant = Difizially ressznized Planning Sommines B Tinteresiel Persoh’ {Per M.TL Beni3Loi0
Il v fE g T~ ' ho SELIILDICT)
SR R PR VT IR
Y o — -
A:cr-_a v ] City . Sizle ZiE Code Tolohome
I oy TETE - Sim L irg [/ aye o Doy 2233959
- B N Dy opey x =, - et S -
z. Applicani Name (A& snown on Ins FermivAsoroval peing appealsd). Lompiete if mﬁnrsn. from sppeliant -
,J . - ,', P L . - i
Sesd) : - 7o . 7 eracind —_— e
'\J 2 il iR big s DI hsins Fee phe a0 TS0 S L
4. 'o}e:: im::rr:‘.a.x:m
= —ml.ﬂ-: oravel Seing Appeaies & Permittaporoval N Tate of Dezision: Sy Erajest Marsger
Sy | =l Manrzge
Lo —
, e ], 20D Lajle Lo G
Tiezisicn (oescripe tne permivaporoval gesision): ,7“’ ., -l g
d H : - : s - - , oy )
| Si4 Li> e /b’,"' It J el . Y- v g_':‘lft—'{:—‘/.’)}.’?;’)‘k--/u L el THLLT T
z Ha - - ; fr .- -~ 7 ) .M'!,D'Tu
- - Ay ii=a bt e e AP it e :—.'-'f/wwsj S,
p = . =
LA . / - . . ~
AR AL P A i W ht o PR P sk
E. Reasch for Appeal =
T Faciusal Error L) New information
T Senfint with oinas & Chvewide Sionilt
& Findings Not Suop
Description of Reasaqs i Anpea? {Plazze reiate your gessiipiion 1o tne aliowsble reesons for appeal noted above, Anash additionsl sheers I}
talf) e - . - 4 Il e
nezessaln’.) — .. s
- - s
o2 e 4/_/_¢ﬁ)
N
€. Appeliant’s 5ig nnr.lr= | certity unger penahy of perury thal tne {Orepding, INSIUGIAG 8l RAMes aNs aDOrEE58E it IFUE &Nt COMec
- LR € anl SDIMess.
'R ,f(é-.:j/:. /D-ﬂ/..?“‘" /.MJ;’ f.ﬂ/ =l
—
5; ure ,L. 1 / / Date / ///7,,, ’,‘L/ -—/—-C)_.7
. ,,.L-/ v s ' g )
NWeoig: Faxed appozis are no! a:-e-re-

This infarmaiion is avaiiabie in ghernaiive {ormats f:.' Der3Ins with sis
To reouest thit iniormelion in aliernalive formal, call {615 24652448 or (BDD)
DE-3037 (03-C3)
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APPEAL OF THE STEBBINS RESIDENCE PLANKING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF
PERMITS AND T\HI’IGAIED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

N
I"l ,b-\ N

This project should not be allowed 2 varnance 107 LDJergrouna parking in & flood plain due 1o

+  FEMA “sictly prohibims™ parking under residence in floodplains

»  Consegusncss of approving sub-suriace pariing under residepce 1o 2 food plain

. Inconsisient with the Ocean Beach Preciss Plan

«  Stebbins’ residence doss not meet the FEMLA Standards for granting of a vanance for

LDO.&TETO'LLU’" 'JELL\..L. goIirs sidence n 2 Liooaplam

+  Findings are not supporisd

. Major deficisncies in the Mirigated Negarve Declaration

+  Confiicts with Other Marters inciuding Council member Fauleconss’s signed pledge 0 im
Bell to oppose flood plain development .
Ciry Wide Significance: The proposal wouid set 2 preceqent ror altowing pariing baneath
esidental stuctures in flood plains. Mr. Siebbins hag acimowledged tis. (Anachment 4, P. 2)
f San Disgo were placed on NFIP P robation for this, the thousands of residents carrying flood:
premiurms raised. This would create 2 public outcry 25 nas

i-:xs"w_-*“z:e woulcd nave their 2 ua1
& otner comypunitias on Probation for NFIP violanons.

occurred when TZMA has place
CONFLICTS WITH CITY COUNCIL POLICY 600 - 14

Ciry Council Pouw ﬁOO 14 states; “Devejopment within areas o‘” special flood hazard 1s unwiss
and cr='ne"al welfare sizndpoint.” 1§ Policy 1§ not addressead 1o the
Lara*lo“ (?v’"l\'D) or Permnits. The propess¢ rz-¢evelopment woulg taks

Pt

._
D
Lps

from & public healin, sa
nMin CQLAQ T\Ibc:".'\fb 1
place in the 100 vear fiood plain of o2 San Disgo Kiver as clted P. 13, propossd Permit and

TEMA Zone A according to the MND, P, 1. The plan 10 excavate down into the flood plain (7
=t below the 100 vear fiood Ievel) is not only unwise, it defiss cOmmMOnN $2n82,

Tae
NEW INFORMATION: PRIOR CITY REJECTION OF
UNDERGROUND PARKING NOT DISCLOSED IN MND OR TO
PLANNING COMMISSION; PROJECT APPLICANT STEBBINS
CALLED THIS A “PROJECT STOPPER”

Underground parking legal ¢ onfijct: The pariing under g residence in & fioodplain iegel conflizs wes 10wz botk
to Mr. Sisbbing and steff atlezst 2s far beck as Ocioper, 2005, M, Stebbins wrote 10 m’oy::' menzear Iskandar
qutlinine the reasons he thought the deviaton from FEMA stendards should be gramed. (Se: Anachmem 4).
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Pigject Managsr Iskandar wrote that stall could not support & moy-"' with underground parking
dus 1o the FEMA and Citv codss which don't allow it In 2 November 4, 2005 letier To Mr
Stebbins, Ms. Iskandar wrots:

~“Ciry staff cannot support the request for an underground parking for.the project site. As
the development is taking place within the 100 vear flood plain zone, certain
standards/regulation design must bé applied, and the project as presented including the
request for Variance or deviation is not in compliance with the Ciry Ordinance which do
not allow for construction bﬂlow grade in these circumstances. As noted previously in our
‘early assessmeant reports tnam@mer for staff to support the project, applicant shall
demonstrate conformance with the SDMC section 143.0146¢(6) requirement in regard to
development within 2 Special fiood Hazard Arez and baving the lowest floor, including
basement, elevated at least 2 feet above the base flood elevation,

Ciry staff recommends the following:

1 Redesign the project to mset the above requirsments...” (Awachment 3)

THIS PRIOR REJECTION OF UNDERGROUND PARKING WAS NOT DISCLOSED IN
THE MND OR TO TEE PLANNING COMMISSION! It is not l:nown why stail changed their

minds on this issue. Mr. Stebbins referred 10 it 28 2 DIOJecI stopper n his Ccrober 23, 2003
lener £o Mis. lskandar “I7 thers ares zmy mors ‘project sioppers’ other ﬁ*a—. ibe above mleas
bring them to my amtention.” (Amachment 4). The other ° pIOJ Cl stopper 185us” was the scale of

C -

the proposal.

FEMA “STRICTLY PROHIBITS” PARKING UNDER RESIDENCE IN FLOOD PLAINS
FEMA Technical Buliegn 6-93 BELOW GR4DE PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR
BUILDINGS LOCATED IN SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD 4REAS IN ACCORDANCE WITH
THE NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (Amachment 1, PP.1,2) states: “Below-
Grade Parling Garages in Residental Buildings i A Zones Section 60 3¢(2) of the NZIP
regulations states that a community shall: :

Reguire that all new conswuction ané substantial improvements of residential swuctures withi
Zones Al-A30, AE and A on the community’ s FIRM have the lowsst floor (including
basement) slevated 1o or above the bass flood level.

Under the NFIP, 2 below-grade parking garegs is considersd 2 basement if itis below grade onall
sides. Therefors, the consmucton of below- c*ad= parking garagss is pronibit=d beneath residential
buildings in Zones A1-430, A%, anc A

TEMA hes written (Amachment 2) that this 1§ & stmicr prehibinon,
Blackburn, Senior Natwral Hazaras Program Specialist for DHS-FEMA R“Uzon (San

1on) noted in 2 March 2 email:

G
11
rq
[&]
Tll-
'TJ UQ
(lq

—
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“The provisions of Technical Sulleun &35 are explicit. Tne Nanonal rlood Insurance Program
regularions swictly pronibit the placement of below-grads parking garagss undsr resi dential
sprucmuras.” _

POTENTIAL CONSEQUENCES OF APPROVING SUB-SURFA4CE PARKING UNDER
RESIDENCE IN 4 FLOOD PLAIN

Mz, Blacicburn (FEMA, Region ¢ said in 2 March 2 email { ATachmen: 2)
[ . R2g ( ni 2) .

“ A community which has permited constructon in violanon of their Jocal flood dameage
preventon ordinance (which musi meet the requirements of Vol. 44 of the Code of Federa]

Regujztions) and having been found ip violation of the NFIP would be raguirsd to remadiate the
violaton to the maximum extent possible. If the community doss not work 10 remediate the

violation thev could be pui on probation or suspended Tom e program, 1f the commumity is in -

fne Community Rating Svstem——whners 4iscounts are given on {006 insurance premiums—inose
discounts could be rescindsd.” ‘ '
“The above information is more than enough o deny the Permits for this project as proposad with

underground parking.

INCONSISTENT WITH OCEAN BEACH PRECISE PLAN

Allowabie building on lot size: Page 116 of the OZ Precise Plan (Amachment 3) describes the
Stehbins residence exact lot size: 25 feet by 100 feet. This page also shows “probabis

development” for this lot as either | story/1250 square feet or 2 story/1750 sc!ua:s fest. Neither
hzs underground parking. This page direcily contradicts stafl and applicant claims that he counld

nat build 2 1750 sguars foot residence uniass be was granted the variance for undergronnd parking
. g pariing

~ .

; 2 fivod plal
nead 1o redesion without underground parking.

Sa= 2ise amechment 10 in which zpplicant aronitect eske Ciny whether thay wi

&

3\

o

Visual impact: Evidence of visual impacts not disclosed in the proposed MND or Permits is
ftled “Policy Review Comumirtes,” Planner: Kempton. Itis dated 12.22-04. While these

ave paep made 10 2 prior design, they are sull applicable. (A refersnce 1o

comments appear 10 o
2211 sa. ft. is crossed out and replaced witk 1747 sg. i), Ciry planner Kempron wrote: “The
proposal would adversely affsct the following policies in-the Ocean Beach Pracise Plen: 'That

J

visws zvailapie from slavaied areas anc those adjacent 1o the beacnss end 022an De Dreservesant
enhanced whenever possiple.” Proposal would block views fom elevated areas 2s well as these
adjacent to the beacbes as proposal 15 on the first pubiic ROW Irom the oczan. Proposal would
ely affect the following policy: ‘That yards and coverage bs adsquate 10 insure

also advers
provision of light and air © surrounding propertiss, and that th0se reguirements D2 MOrs sTingent

whers necessarv for buildings over o SI07ISS In nelght.. ..Proposal wouié cast shadows over
pejghboring building/residence znd impact air sirculaton...... 7 (Atachment 6}

Affordable housing: Pags 24 of the OB Precise Plan (Summary of Recommendation; Sse;

Armachment 7) states: “That lower income housing be encouraged 10 b2 maintained in Ocean

Beach, especially through minor rehabilitation of exisung sub-siandard units.” This proposal is

[

[
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nCOngisient with that recommendation as l1ower Imcoms residents would be displaced, Ina lzwer
1o Ms. Iskandar, Mr. Stzbbins staiss that ne nas spoken with 6 other neighboring landowness whe
will follow his lead if his project is approved (Attachment 4). This evidence of cumul anive
impacts 10 neighborhood character 2nd lose of arfordadle housing/conflict with Ocsan Beach
Pracise Plan is not in the MND. ’

OTH:R NEW INFORMATION

Ms. Iskandar replisd in ap email February 27, 2 deys prior 1o the second heanng:

~~a

Conswuction of the subterranzan pornons of the stucrre will reguire dswatering, The
gsotechnical consuliant ) indicated that the dewatering might causs [Ms. Iskandar -II:HSSE'T.SC.I fne
word “minor’]} semiement of adjacent 'D’-‘Op“"'"“s resulting ir minor cosmeric diswess that can
They recominended that the condinon of sTuctures and improvements

easily repairsd.
¢ beiore the dewatering operations begin and be

adjacen: to the subject property be documents
moniiorad during the dewatering operation. In addition, the consulan: rscommends that the

jev-atering program be performed on z localized basis (as pr a_‘ual) in order o minimize

possible 1mpacis,

T 1e from the Gee-Technical Report (R'=Dn=-s to Ciry Questions, August 3, 2003, Page
2, Christan Whesler Enginsering) 1! -

“{2 are not indicanng that the dewatering operauon will cause setilement bus rather that it might
cause seniement on adjacent propernes. I does ocour, we expect it will result in only minor

osmetic damage thai can be sesity repaired” (Se= Amachmen: 8).

1§

It is troubling that this information “might cause mipor settisment of adjacent properties resuliing

in minor cosmetic distress that can be sasily repaired” regarding potsntial impacts 10 adjacent )
properties is not in the MND or Permits, This makes the MND and Permits fundamentally

“1151,551_0 and inadeguate as informative documents. Also, the Pianning Comimission was noi

informed of this i .:onvs:jsni Tuth.” '

The 1\/"'\':) (P. 4) includss the following musleading swtement: “With regards to the de=-watering

plan, it is not enforced through the discrenionary process; howsver, compliance with the

procedures for de-watering s outiined above would precluds potental impacis resuling from

cround failure.” Ip truth, it 1s clearly within the discretion of decision makers to reject this
proposal based upon poiential damage o adjacent properties. '

CONFLICTS WITH OTHER MATTERS

4 FEMA VARIANCE IS UNTWARRANTED FOR UNDERGROUND PAREING BENEATH
4 RESIDENCE IN.4 FLOOD PLAIN

ak


http://lLNW.4RR4.NTED
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4¥ KFR 60.6 Variances.and Exceptions authorizes communities o grant variances to the
regulations sei for in Section 60.3, 60.4, 60.5. The aforementoned s2ctions refzr 10 placing
habitabls STUCIUTES in relztion 10 It IOO vear (base) flood. Almost without excepliorn, FEMA
requires that habitable structures {including basements/underground parking) be one foot

above the base flood.

~

Section 60.6(z) (2) states: “Variances mey be 1s5ued by 2 community 107 peW SONSTUCTIOn znd

substanual improvements 1o be erscied on & 1ot of one-nalf acre or less in size CONUZUOUS o 2nd

surrounded by lots with exising swucnirs constuctad below the base flood level, in conformanc:
with the procedurss of paragraphs (2) (3), (4), (3) and (d) of this secuon™
(3) Varances shall only be 1s5u2d DY 2
(ii) a determination that failure to grant me variance would result in exceprional bardship 10 the
applicant,, and (i1} -2 derermination that the granting of 2 vaniance will not rasult in increased
flood heights, 2dditional threars public safety, exwacrdinary public expenss, create
nuisances, cause Traud on of v Actimizanon OF e public, or conilict with lozal laws or
ordinancses. (4) Variances sball oniy be issued uporn a determination thai the variancs is fhs
‘minimum necessary, considering e flood hazarg, afford relis?f
4 community shall nonfy the applicant in wrinng over the signature of 2 community official

(4) i
that (1) the issuance of 2 variation 10 CORSTLCT 2 sTuctre below the base flood level will resuls

in incrzascd ui..fu:t.u.:. Tavcs 107 fiosd imsursnd

insurance covarage and (il) such consucton below the Booa isvel increase risks w 1ife and

Droperty.’

Secdon 60.6(p)(2) states: “Ine 4dministrator shall prepare 2 Special Eav i:o_.xﬂnml Clearance 1o
getermine wheiher the proposal for an excepnion: under paregraph (o) {1) of thus section will nave
significant impact op the human snvironment. Ibe dscision whether an Znvironmental Impact
Statement or otber epvironmsntal document t will be preparsd, will be made in accordance with the
procedures set out in 44CFR part 10. Nmﬂr\- Or MOrs 4avs may De requirsd Io7 an envVironrnenisl
guality ciearance if the proposed 2 122DTI0n W 111 hzve significent impast op the human environment
thersby requiring an Z13.”
50.6¢c staied: “A community may propose fiood plain management measurss which adopt
sandards fo: flood proofzd residental basements below the base fiood Ievel in zones A1-30, 4H,
40, 2nd AZ which are noi subject to ndal fiooding. Norwithstanding the reguirements of -
this section the AdminisTaior may approve the proposal provided that

paragraph (p) o't
(1) The community has demonsared that arsas of special fiood nazard in which basements will be

ed ars subject to shellow and 1 ow velociry ilobding and that thers is adsguate flood

r—!

Dermin
YR AT g Tims 10 ensurs that all residents are not nhied of l’:ﬂDJl” Ilg flOO(iS_ Tor the DUrDOsSS: OF
this paragr D..,‘ fipod cnarects lbLl:: must mecinas: l) ~lood Q"'p “\S That are ﬁ\;a f“"? o1 '..:.SS fO"

developable lots that are conflguous to lznd above the bese flood level and thres fesi or 12355 for

other los.....”

ACHNENT T

COmMMURITY upon (1) 2 showing of good and sufficient cause,
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WEHY THE STEBBINS RESIDENCE DOES NOT MEET THE FEMA4 ST4ANDARDS FOR
GRANTING OF A VARIANCE FOR UNDERGR OUND P4REING OF RESIDENCE IN 4

FLOODPLAIN

1 “Good and sufficient cause™ Las not b2en show by the applicant. There are false claims by
stzff in Findings for Permit (and by the applicant) that he could not build a 1750 squars foo;
residence unisss this dsvianon is granted. Howaver, Page 116 of the Ocean Beach 33 recise Plan
(OBPB) conclusively shows fhar is not wue. Stz 1T claims in the ?indings' that the San Dizgo
Munizipzl Code requires 23% of 1ot size 10 te devored 10 parking in the muln-unit RM-.—E:i:
This would make senss IF parking wers being plannesd for mors than ons unit.

zone,
is proposing z single family residence, reguiring 23% of lot size (DOO squars

However, sines h
feet——enough for

e b

4 carsl)isnotzre sonaol= Intemratation of this Code,

2. The “Failurs to grant the variance would result in excepnonal hardsiup to the applicant™

FEM.L standard (60.6(2)(3)(ii) has not been met. M. Iskandar's November 4 2003 la2mer o Mr.
5-1 bbins clear v s tates thar such. clrcamszan £3 do notmerit 2 Vanance., She was correct then and
s puzziing why she and staif changsd their formerly valié assessment. Sse also #1.
“nuisances” as stated in Mr. Siebbins’ engineers Repor (Christan

3. The proposal :nwn' causs

T h — - —— -

vy -.\..«..«J... ._..u.-‘x_u..o--....‘_. Sae s el
=

= s
. —m——— HATAEY
. e

opsranon will cause semlement but rather that it might

“We are pot indicating that the de-warering
If 11 does occur, we expect it will resuli in only minor
T

sause satiiement on adjacen: propermes. I
cosmeiic distress that can be a:llj repairsd.”
(3)(3ii). This sup-section 2lso states thar z vanance will not co:

-
with local laws or.ordinan.,-s. Tbe proposal aozs conflict with the OBPE as stated in tha: Sscoon

O grant a Variance, 2 proposal must not causs ¢

nuisance as star=d 1n 60.6(z)

Liso, Ms. Isicznder’s aforsmentionsd ietier demonstrates that the proposal doss conflict with lozal
orainance
:vidam: that tne proposal would result in increased threat o pudhic safetv is in FEMLA code

wiilch 5tates
“ 4 community snall potify ihe applicant in Writing over the signature of & commuaiy

official that (1) the 1ssuance 0 variancs to COMSTUCT 2 $iucturs below the base Dood level
ased premium rates for flood insurance up to amounts as high as $23 for

will result in mncre
and (ii) such conswucton pelow the base flood level incraasss

$100 of insurance coverags
risks to life 2nd property.” Secton 50.6(2)(5)

istermingnion hat he varenss is the minimum
g, 10 afrord reliel” The applizant hes not shown thai any.
¢ Tor underground parking. He car clearly redevielop his

propeny with the same squars IOO‘E&g" Wizmua undsrground parking as siered in reason #1,

3, The applicani has not demonsirated that flood depths would | be thres fest of iess (for his lot '
which is contguous with lots below the bass flood level; stari and applican: have aclnowlade
iy

d
tnat adjacent loz: are below the base fieod level). The MND (p. 1) and Permits acknowizsdge that
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¥ paliathe mrea/pasement would be 7 fz2i below the bass flood---thersby missing the V ariance
standard by 4 f=etl See Ssc-non 60.82(1)A). -

Another possible conflicr (though fnis is not 25 clearly documentad as the above reasons) with
F=EMA variance standards, is that such dsviabOons must not be subject to tdal flooding, Se=:

ection.50.6 ¢, The CA Coastal Commission has required wave ms up studies for red svalopment
of rasidencas which are locaied an ine final soes: beiors the beach 28 is the Stabbins residenze.

MORE CONFLICTS WITH OTHER MATTERS

Council member Faulconsr szgn da pledge to ecological designar Jim Bell in exchange for Mr.
Bell's endorsement of Mr, Faulconer’s candidacy for City Council. Part of this pledes wes fqa~
elzctad, he would oppose flood plain development. Approving this proposal would be

1T
17

inzonsisient with that pleage.
FINDINGS NOT SUPPORTED

2.8, Finding No. 2 of the proposed Permits inaccurately states: “The propossd coastal

gnvnm Dmenst Vi.l]_l 0t adversaly z2ifsct envir onmun,al'*v sensitve lands ™

’”U

The propossd de-watering w i1 interfere with the existin g groundwater izbie as siated
o¢ plains are natursl resourcas as dascrivad

>
above—poientally damaging adjacent residenc=s. Floo
in Execumive Order 11988 “Flood plain Managernent.” (See:
] —m-//wm: usace.army mil/ew/cecwoireg/eol 1988 hitm) The Ciry of San Diego, has agrasad to act
in conformance with this Order as stated in Grant Cenditions for repair of the Point Loma Quiel]
(1992) ané for conswuction of the North City Water Reclametion Plant. This Ordsr states that

those charged with foliowing the Oraer shall only aliow propoesals in 2 flood plain if it 15 the least

environmentally damaging pracucable aliemative, Tais Order is much ifke the languags of the
city’s ESL regulations which reguire & propesal’s impzacts on ST 10 be “minimized.” This

proposal is not the lzasi aamagmc pracucable alternative nor doss it “minimize” impacts to the

fiood plain or adjacent propertis

Page 8 No. 3 states: “The proposs d coastal aswelopment is in conformity with the certified Losal
Coazstal D*oc—aua lang vse man an¢ compiiss With all regulanons of the certifizd Implementation
Program.” '

Coezstal Permits must be approvec by the State, The State and City is reguired to deny permii 1o
proposals that would violate federal regulations as stated in the ssction FEMA “STRICTLF
PROHIBITS” PARKING UNDER RESIDENCE IN FLO ODPLAINS

Retaining walls needed: Alse, 2 six foot high retainming walls are p oposed at the sast and west
=nds of the proposed underground parking garage/vasement. Such walls micht be considerad
line protection devices” ang the Coestal Commission might deny 2 Parmit for these, Ifthe

“snorel
upderground parking wers eliminaisd, ths nesd for ihese walig would al;o be sliminared——zs n

such walls currently exist on the si1e which has at-grade parking,

>


http://www.usace.army.mil/cw/cecwo/reg/eoil9SS.htm
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Denmghkital 1o pubiic bealth, safety and welfare: Page 10, No. 2 statest “The propossd
gevelopment will not be demimental 1o the pubiic healty, safety, and welfare.” T'*n ri*aarng 13
conwadicted by Council Policy 600-14 “Development in areas of special flood hazard i s unwise
from & public health, safery, and general welfare standpoint.” This Finding is also contradicied by

TEMA reswicnons on sub-surizcs parking beneath residences. The & foor vertical deviation Fom
Cirv Code reguiring the bomom floor (including besements) 10 be elevared 10 2 =2t above the 100

-

vear flooc and the § Toot vertica violation of FEMA regulanons requiring the basement/garags 1o
he one foor above the 100 vear fiood—is clzar evidence this Finding is not supporisd by fact,

2clatad, &t the February § hearing; a nearby resident tesufied that in the floods of .98-> £3, his
residence wes under 2-3 feet of warter and he 105t everything. A

1y

Page 10, No. 3 stares: “The propossd development Will :omnl'v’ with the reguianions of the Land

'
1

+

Development Code. However, the deviation r2guestad conflicts with SDMC 143.0145.C(6) and
the code reguirement 1o be consistent with r=MA regulations. Cify Project Manager Iskandar

confirms this in her rejsction of the Steboins request for Variance. (Amachment 5)
Site suitability: Page 11, No. I states: “The s1t2 is physically suitable for the design and sitng
of the propesad development and the development will result in minimum distarbanze 1o
environmenially sensitive lands,” Page 11. No. 2 states “The propessd development will
minimize the alteration of land forms and will not result] in {fdue nsk from geologic and erosional
forces, fiood hazards, or fire hazards.” Page 12, No.3 stes: “The propesed deveiopment will be
sit=d and designed to prevent adverse Impacis On any adjacent environmentelly sensitive lands”
However, in ber ::ebz'u-ary 27 email to Randy Berknan (Anachment ¢), project manager Iskandar
replisd that the city ! ad not done any alternanves review. How can the propoesal result in
“minimum dismurpance” to the flood plzin and/or adjacent residences if ne alizmatives review was
done? A design Wil at-grade pariing 15 fzasible and currently 231518 and would lesser poteanal
flooding Impacts DY bﬁi‘tdinc up, not down as well zs eliminating damaging mmac-:s 10 adjacen:
residences Fom the propossd de-watering—since the propossd sub-surface excavaton would be

sliminated. Sisbbins’ owr consulant wrots of eliminanng the underground parking &s an option

Page 13 No. 1 stzt=s “The nature and extent of minigation required as z condinor of the permit is
reasonably relared 10, and calculated w alleviate, negative impacts creasd by the proposed
dgevelopment.” Howsever, ne ‘r*li'dc_ra“io-afﬂood proofing™ propossd is =xplicitiy pronibited ow
TEMA regulations. The FEMA Technical Bulleun 3-©5 vsed 10 jusafy approval of the '
pIO]“"'—i: for NON-RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES, R=CGRETALBLY, THIS VITAL PI=CE
OF INFORMATION WAS OMI T"D rROM B0TH THz PERMITS AND

MND—MAKING BOTH FUNDAMENTALLY MISLEADING AND INADEQUATE,

13 No. 1 states: “Thare ars no f=asible measurss that can further minim'i7° th= notential
2ffec: on environmentzliv lands.™ »Dacm 14 No. 2 stzies “The propesad deviziion is the
minimum nesessary 1o afford relisf from special circumsiancss or conditions o[ b2 1ang, not of the

This 1s not was. 1neredevaiopment could inciuds af grade parking with no
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yen3asis 10 groundwater and me proposad de-watering. Sze Anachment 3 Oczan Bzach Precise

Pian showing & 1750 square 00t option on site without underground parking.

The lot is 2500 sguare feet—a very small size. The owner knew this wien he bought it..

‘o
W
[{}»]
1
-
Z
o
Ui

.mmn:nﬂ*l 2l Findings, Zovironmentally Sensitive Lands Deviation from FEMA
Reguiatons siates: “The Cizy enginser has GSISIMINEC nal the deviation would not result in

addinonal thrsas to the public safery, exTaordinary public expsnss, or crzais & public nuisance.”

However, t the Citv Enginesr Go2s not have tne anihority 1 viojats FEMA reguletions as siated in

e

" secmion on why & FEMA Variance Is not mered.

MAJOR DEFICIENCEIS IN TEE MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The omission of information contained in FEM.A Techni cal Bullzrin 6-92 a5 stated in the seciion
FEMA STRICTLY PROHIBITS " PARKING UNDER RESIDENCE IN FLOODPL.AINS

1~ This omicsion misinformed and misled the CEQA pudbiic review process.
The MIND refers to FEMA Technical Buhﬂn 3-93 without listing its title: *NON-
RESIDENTL: L FLOODPROOFING ents and Certificanion Tor Buildings Locared
in Special ?lood Hezard Arsas’ They ar r-ng a ?uusm for NON-Residential scuctures
=sidennal strucrurs.
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1 Ornission of The potential damages 10 adjzCeni residences wiich the corsuiani's report sates
52710US OMmission. Woula adjacent property OWners
Fepruary §) if they had kmowe this projsct couid

could occur with de-watering, Thisize
have 1estified in support Of the Project (2

gamage their residences?

NN

LACK OF CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS FROM 2 STORY RESIDENCES
UNDERGROUND PARKING AND RETAINING WALLS. Two neardy iandowners
1=stified thai they would do sometaing similar with their property IF this pias is a':Jprov“c_
Ln Ocztober 22, 2005 lewer Tom Devid Stebbins te Lailz Iskandar states that be has spolkern
with 6 neignboring 1a.naown=" who will build similar projects if his is approved. (Atachment
4} This is “reasonably foresseable evidznce” (under CEQA) of impacts far bevond this one
project. The “walling off impacts™ of 3 story residences (comparad 1o emszing one story) of

this strest closest 1o the beach—have not been assessed 25 CEQA requires. Also, if
undererount Da_.—m ng were allowsd, retaining wells wouid occur all zlong this strsich of beach-
acnacs-m properties. Tns above cumulative mmpacts (neighborhood charaster, reiaining walle
underground pm:mg/’public safetv) raquirs & Mandatory Finding of Significance under C::,Q_—L.
Therafore, an MND cannot be epproved for this proposal.  Such “walling off” appears 1o be
inconsisient with the regquiremnents of the CA Coastal Act. The CA Coestal Commission
waulé look very clossiv af such issuzs. Also, they would not issue 2 Permit for any proposal
in violation of FEMA or CZQA. : -
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3 vJeviatons from local raguiations are evidemcs of sigmificant impacts under CEQA, . Protect

istoric Amador Warerwavs V. Amador Waisr Agency (2004) Caa App. 4%

CO 913, Third Dist. Mar. 12, 2004 wwhich is guoted:

“Under the Guidsiines, however, “[ejach public agency is sncouragsd o develop
vses i the d=iermination
T significance 15 an

s of significancs that The 2g2ney
o1 .n= significance of environmental eifecis, A threshold o
jdeptifizble quantitanive, qualitative or performance level of z particular
environmental eff=ct non-compliiance with whnich means the =ffzct will normally
e determined 10 be significant by the 2gency and compliznse with whith means
the effect normally will be deisrmined to be 1238 than significant” (Guidelines,
{Siip Opn. Page 11} § 15064.7, subd. (2).) Such threshoids can be drawn from existing
environmernsial s*a.ndards such as other statuiss or regulanons. “'[4]

lead agency’s use of existng environmental siandards in astermining the

sigmificance of a project’s envir oamuntal IMpacts 1s an 2iisctive means of

promoting consistency in significance dsierminations and integrating CEQA
environmental review actuvines with other environmental program planning and

regulation ** (Communities for 2 Benter Environment v, California Resourcss

Agency, supre, 103 Cal.App. 4%atp 1115

[ gy R L e T E T ....'-
&

The cumuianve $0C10-2C0NOMmIC Lipacts of Suminating “gliordebls” housing rentals on this

O

block have not been reviewsad in the MND.

CONCLUSION

4 ¢ grated in Ms. Iskandar's November 4, 2005 lzzer to the applicant, the propesal should be

redesioned withoui the underground pariing. IT 15 unclear woy staff revers=d izself on tneir inital
rejscton of underground parking of a residencs in 2 flood plain. The current propesal does not

set the FEMA requirsments 07 & Variance 23 no “exweme hardship” bas been shown and other

stapdards for varance are not met ulizmnadon oF underground parking would minimize impacs 10

adiacent residences from the dewarening requirac. Elirnination of the underground parking would

ne privaie retzining walls which are inappropriate (and epparently precedent

2150 sliminate t
Tesi DeIOrE the beach. A radesign should be cormpliant with

sewing) in a2 non-cliff area on the final §
the Ozean Beach Praciss Plan which re o:nmﬂnas the pressrvanon of “affordable” housing, 4
revised proposal should not set 2 precedent of “walling off”" the final swreet before the ca_ . Also,
25 City Planner Kempton wroie, such a proposal is not compliant with the OBPB becauss “"\f'isws’

rom Jm\ ated areas and ‘mos= adjacent 10 the beaches should be preserved and enhancsd whansver

possible.” (P. 82,83 OBPB
The current Dlarz would violatz various city flood plain and F=ZMA reguniations and is also
istent with the CA Cozstal Act anc C-Q A, An MND cannot b2 approved for such z

~

‘here iz clear evidense of significant visual, lanc use and public safery impazis.
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R4 Technjcal Bulletin 6-83 BELOW GRADE PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR

1, ?\:-:...' . Techn
SUILDINGS LOCATED IN SPECIAL FLOOD HAZ4RD ARZAS IN 4CCORD ANCE

WITH TEE NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM, R ia

TM4 Bazard Mitgation Senior Specialist Gregor Blackburn to Randy Berioman

3 Email Fom F
(March 2, 2007).

. - . ‘ -
Ocean Deach Precise Plan, P 116

12

. Dzvid Stebbins' j=merto City Project Manager Laila Iskandar (Octode 2003)

i Ms Isz:e.n ar reply 1o #4—rsjecing his reguest for & flood plain Vanance for underground
parking
; »

¢, Policy Review of Plannzr Kempron describing Bulk and Scale inconsisiencie: with OBPB/, r

7. OBPP, P 24 recommendation for preservation of affordable housing

5 Wheeler Enginearing Reply 1o City reguests 107 gec-technical miormation including dewatering
: . AR 7
impacts 1o adjacent residencss (August 3, 2003) , £~ | 2=

Ms. Iskzndar email 1o Randy Berimarn (February 27 2007) stating no zlisrnatives raview had

uw

-~

- - ) -
peep done Z 1,2, 3

10. Applicant architect, James F jemmirg l2zer w0 Ciry: “If we cecided to sliminaie the basemeni

carage” (January 17, 2046

il. OBPP. PP. 82-83

-3

i



e

'

-

000985
A@PEAL ADDENDUM

WEW INFORMATION

CD COASTAL SHORELINE DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY
ZONE (Appendix B of Local Coastal Program) PROHIBITS
STEBBINS® RESIDENCE PROPOSAL

BACKGROUND:

“On November 23, 1980, the San Disgo Ciry Counczil adoprac the Ocean Beach Precise
Pian (OBPP) Local Coasial Program Adcéendum.” (Page 120, Ocean Beazh Precise Pizn).
Page 130 of the OBPP shows that the CD Coastal Shoreiine Developmeant Overlay Zone
is Appandix B of the Local Coastal Program (See Appsal Addsndum, Attachment 1, p. 1)

The OBPP (p. 181, OBPP; Se= Appeal Aodendum, Amachrment 1, p. 2) contains the first
pzge of the LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM/CD COASTAL SHORELINE

— T < r— r T s at ™ -~ L
WNTOVERLAY ZONE. Ths Overlay Zone 15

“imrended 1o provide land use regulations along the cozstiine aree including ihe beaches,
biuffs, and the iand immediately landward thersof  Such regulations are intended 10 be'in
zddizion and supplemental to the reguiations of the underlving zons or zonss, and whare
tne reguiztion: of the CD Zone and the underiying zons ars inconsistent, TH=
REGULATIONS OF THE CD ZONZ SZEALL APPLY™ [caps added}. This iznguage
prolcesdé Section 2. LAND USZS:

“Ir 2 CD Zons the foliowing uses are permutted: 1. Any use permiried in the underiving
zone subject 10 the same condilions and resinclions appiicable i such underiving zone
AND TO ATL REQUIREMENTS AND REGULATIONS OF THIS ARTICLE ™ (Caps
added) (P. 181, OBPP) '

“ 41] requiremants and regulations of tis Arucle” mnclude:

(P2

Section 3. LIMITATIONS OR P=EEMITZD USES (P 185, OBPP: S22 Appeal

Addendum, Amachmeni i, p. 4). 31ai2s]

“Tises permitted in the CD Zone shall be supject 1o the following development criteria,

1. Developmen: Criteriz - Bzach, For ihe purpesss of iis Armicle, bzach shall be
considersd 25 that arsz iving se2Ward o7 the Irst conows  1ins defining 2n slevation 13
fz2t above mean sez level (Worth American datum, 1522). No strucrurss of any 1yvpe

shali b2 ereciasd of placed on the beach except

- =l

TACHMENT
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£ \OSTrUCTUTes DUrsuant 10 & permitied use as specinaed in Secton 2, subsections 2 end 3 of
his Armicle” (P. 183, OBPE: Se==; Appeal Addendum Amachment 1, p. 4)

“Subsections 2 ant 3 of this Article™ ars found on pageld3 of the OBPB:

“(2) Permanent or temporary beach sheiters provided that sush shelrers shall be at Jzas
50 percent open O the s2award side angd thai permaAnsni snajiers are 50 placed and
constructad thar the foor thereo? is &t an &levaion no Jower than 15 7221 aD0Ve mean 522
izvel (North Amencen Damm 1829).

1o prevent erosion of the base of

(3) Sea welis or other structural devices whare Netessary
y sez wall or other strucwural

the Diuf as the result of wave action providsc that such

asvice:

(1) ‘shall be constructed essencially paralizl 1o the base of the biuff, (i) shall not obszuct or
interfers with the passage of people along the beach at any nime (i) is nacagsary 10
prorect cozstal-dependem nses 07 10 DroTSCt SX1SING principal structures or public
beaches in denger Fom ercsion....” {Appeal Addendum Amachment 1, P.3

Notice that the above ragulations do not menzion “sand” to dedne the beach, but rather
define the “beach”™ s “thar arez iving ssaward of the first contour line defining an
sievation 15 fesr above mean sez ievel ™ Page 2 of the MIND states thai the Stebbins’ lot
§ fact zhove mezn ses levai—heach” according to the Cozstal Devaiopmant Zone.

oot O S
Sl o I8 Zo0VE e

Since the applicam: is ot proposing & peach sheiter™ of ez well s defined zhove (the
only 2 permitsd usss in the “beach” (arez 15 fest above szz leve] or Jower), but rather a
ermenent residence— it is not aliowsd by this Overley Zons—which takes pracedence -

over the underiving residential zons 2s siated on page 181 of the OBPP/Local Cozst
Program/CD Coastal Development Overlay Zone. (Appesal Addendum, 4wmashment 1, o
2) Tiis understood that the City Code defines “coastal beach™ as “the land berween the
sdoe of the s2z and the first line of terresimial vegetanon or aevslopment of the 102 Of an
adiacent sensitive coastal biuf or sez wall, whichever is most seaward.” Howsver, that
¢efininon goss not appiv 1o the Local Cozstal Program, ‘ :
San Disgo Municipal Code states: “Any coastal developmen: reguinng a Cozstal
Deveiopment Permit (as doss Stebbins’ residence] must conform to the regulations in the

certified Local Cozstal Program.” {such as qguoted above] (Ch. 14, Art, 3, Div. 1, page 9,
(8)).

Related 1o the severs development resiriciions on such low lving, ocean adjacern: land, 2
Ciry document shows that the vaiue of the St2bbing’ land--with improvamenrs, is J2ss than
§100,0000 (Se2 Amachmem 9, 2. 3)

APPEAT ADDENDUM ATTACHMENTS

Ty
‘N

PP 130 (Amach P.1),7181 (Amazh. P.2), 183 (Afmach P.3), 185 (Amach. P. £) Ocean

H
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Below-Grade Parking Requirements
for Buildings Located In Special Flood Hazard Areas
in accordance with the
National Flood Insurance Program

Introduction

The purpose of this buliztin 1510 provide techmical guidance on the Natio-ma'i Flood Insurancze
Erogram (NFIP) floodplain managamsant ragu irements for below-grade parking .garages for non-
residential buildings in Spacial Flood Hezard Arsas (SFHAS) shown on rieod Insurance Rarte

Meps (FIRMs).

Below-grade parking garagss are commonly found in largs engineersd commercial buildings ané
are used for parking and access 1o the zbove-grade floors of the building. Flooding of these
enciosed areas mey result in significan: damage to the puilding and any mechanical, eleciri
otner utility equipment located thers, such as ventilation squinment, lighting, eisvator eguip-
: pumps. The garage wells, which often ars major stuctural compaone ents of

o
-t

=nt, and drainafze
the buiiding IOLLDGB.'E]DII are ziso susceptibiz o Ho0d damags. The poisntial 1o7 i
oit=ntial for damage to parked carg, and the safery izsue of removing

- -—

Ln_J ury io

[D
“Q
f‘i
[44)
]
‘!b
!3

znvone 1o in

© peryed cars whsn Ilooc'-i-.. threztens are imporiant design consideratons.

STTACHIGENT

Note: Users of this buliztin are advised that it provides guidance thai must be ussd in
soniuncuon witn Technical Bulletin 3, “Non-Residental Floodproofing — Reguirsments

and Certificarion.” The condition: and reguirsmsents set forth iz both bullerins must be me:
for anv pslow-grads parking garage 10 be o complianse Witk ine minimurr requirements of

the NFIP reguiations. A Floodpreofing Certificate for Nor-Residential Smuctures must be

completed for any bullding ir zn SFHA with below-grade parking.

NFIP Regulations

.

ns provide direction concerning whetber 07 Dot below- -grage paiking is

s, both coastal and riverine, For the purpesss of the NFIP, below-grads

z basement. A basement i3 ¢efined ag any zrez of 2 'm.l idin g naving it
vide appliz
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ds La‘-low cround igvel) on all sigzs. The foliowing subsections pro

44

- fioor subgre
=xzerpis from the NFIP regulations.

Dajgw-Grade Perlring Garzgss in Residenual Bulldings in A Zones

Section 80.3(2)(2) of the NFIP regulazions stales ihat z community shall:

“Peguire thar ali new construciion ané substaniial improvemenis of residential Structures
withiin Zanes Al-430, 4F and AH on the commiunin's FIRM have the lowest floor (in-
cluding basement) elzvaied to or above the base flood level.. ™

{

s
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garags 15 considered a basement if 1t 13 below

«1i sides. Theretors, the copspustinn of neinw. arz e _ﬁmlmn zaracec 1t prohinit=d hai:

, l'!t?

~scidentizl buildines in Zones 41-£30 £ 2 and AH

Seztion 60.3(c )L 7) of ihe NFIP regulations dzals with residsntial buildings in Zons A0 (st
flow with depths of 1 10 3 f=et) requirsments, Section 60.3(¢)(7) siares that & community s

hall

“Reguire within any AQ ione on the comumuniny’'s FIRM thar all new construction and
subs}arzria! improvements of residencial strucrures have tne lowest floor (inziuding base-
ment) elevaied above the iighest adjaceni grade at least as high as the depth number
specified in jeer on lhe community’s FIRM (art least two jeer if no depth number is speci-
Jred).”

Therefore, below-grade parking garages beneath residential buildings in Zone AQ are pronibited.
3=jpw-Grade Pariting Garagss in Non-Residential Buildings in 4 Zonss
Section 60.3(c)(3) of the NFIP regulations states ihat 2 communiry shall:

“Reguire thar all new construciion and subsiantial improvemenis of non-residential struc-

rures wititin Zonﬂs AT-430, AZ, and A on the communin:’s FIRM (i) have the lowest
hasement) slevated 16 or above the base flond A"vef or (i) together with

arrendant wrility and sanitary jaciiines, be designed so lhai beiow Iie Dase jiood ievel the

"*
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]

T
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3
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-
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h
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Structure is waterlight with walls substantially impermeabie to the passege of water and
with strustural components having the capability of resisting hydrostatic and hydrody-
ramic loads and gfjects of buoyanzy. ”

A% 2né A provided me buil
fiood ievel in ascordance with the dasign pe rformance standards provige d above in Seczio:.-
60.3(c) (3)(ii). Opiv below-grade parking garages {in nor-residennial bujidines) that are dr
finndmooiad are nermined undsr the NFIP. Guicanes on uooanmofmg is provided in ihe
FZIMA menual “Fioodprooiing Nov-—R_bm"nual Struciures™ and in Technical Bulistin 3, “Nomn-

Below-grade pariing garages are nz:‘m.u-a bensath no;.--r:smc n-:iai buildings in Zon" .L.'_'-.’H.BO,
d

Pesidential _"!OO"‘D D"‘_‘.?.E — Reguiremeniz and Certification.”

Seznion 60.3(c)(8) of tnﬁ NFIP reculations deals with non-residzntial buildings in Zone AQ {sheet
flow with depths of 1 10 3 fzet) reguiraments. Section 60.3(c)(8) states that 2 communitfy shall:

“Reguire within any A0 zone on the communiny’s FIRM thar all new construction and
subsiantial improvements of nonresidennial siruciures () have the lowesi floor (including
besement) elevated above the nmnﬂsf adjacent grade at leasi as mcrn as the aﬂur/, number
specified in jeel on the communizy’s FIRM (at least poo Ject if no depth number is speci-
ﬁ‘ed)_. or (ii) together with atendan: utility and saniiary jaciitiies be compleiely
Jivodproofed 1o that (base flood) level 1o meer the flovdproofing standard specified in
Seciion 60.3(c)(3) (i).”

Thersfors, below-grade parki arages 2re permiticd peneaih non-rasidenal buiidings in Zon
AO Djm,mno the puild g (inciuding the parking garage) is ﬂoodprooze-:- io the base flood isvel in
accordance with the design performence standards of Section 60.3 (c)(3 )(i1). Because of the
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Dzar Mr. Blackburn: 1 appraciats your straightforward raply. What
conseguancas could thars by to an NFIP community which knowingly
approvad parking undar residnecs in & floodplain--daspite baing praszntad
with thz clzar janguags of FEMA Tachnical Bullstin 6-237 Thank vou, R3
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& RE: parking undar residances in FEMA A zonz/100 yzar floodpiain
i 2 Mar 2007 08:03:12 -0700
. gr2gor.blackburn@dns.gov

.}

b2zZ3@hotmail.com
aymona.ianaburg@dns.aov
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Thz provisions of Tachnizcal 3ulisiin 5 S3 ars sxplicit. Tha Nztional Flood
T2 s prohibit the placameant of balow-

al structurzes. 17| can bz of furthar

ns you may coniaci ms by phonz or

-

-migh.

Nzfionzl Flood Insurancs Program

Cakland, CA 84307

(510) 827-7188 voice
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mailto:r3ymond.lenaburg@dhs.gov
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©:10 AM 3/02/07
Biackburn, Gragor (gregor. Blackburn@dhs. oov)

To: Fandy Berkiman (rb223@hotmail.com)
Subjzact: RE: parking ungar rasigancss in FEMA A zon2/100 vzar fioodolain

A community which has '._,El'"’lm:’";{ construction in violation of thair Joczl
fiood damags pravantion ordinance {which must masat the recuiramanis of
Vol. 44 of ths Coda of Fadseral Regulations) and having basn found in
vioiation of the NFIP would b2 reguirad o remeadiaiz ths violation fo tha
maximum sxtsni possibla. if the community does not work to remadiats
the violztion thay couid bz pui on probalion or suspaendad from the
community is in the Commmf‘y Rating Svstam--whars

S e

arz Ol\/':‘f'] on fioog Insurancs of SMiUMs--inc32 discounts couid

orogram. i ths
discounis ai
D rescin:ad

ihat thasz ing

[ can only assums uirss boraer on leaving ths nygbjtnaubai

nat
Know yvou of such & struciure?

e o L R e B B . e e e e o o B o e i P e e o ——— —

rom: Randy Sarkman [mail
ant rricay, March 02
To: Biackourn, Gragor

Subjact: RE: _Jaj} ing unoer resigencas in FEMA A zons/100 vear
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" FEEER P OFFICES OF DAVID.

4048 Volaire St, Stz -4
Sen Disge, T4 €2107

- SN DIEGD, CALIF. Fobeedme 7 YL
TQO: Laile isxandar -

FROM: Dsvid Sizbbins | | %Eﬁ /z/ /

RT: S1=bbins Residence, 3166 W, Pt Loms
1.0/26/03

De=ar Ms. iskendar,
:' ~re 15 Ln‘:' do—uumﬂvn'r e aws“usg .A < S’OL can v-—-’ Fﬁma cl 23.1‘!} 'DTOVlO“S IOJ Q’S 'DDII on 'ED“
mh‘.ﬂc an u}._y...pi‘lau o an L—ldu] g?GII.'Dd s amenL 1:1 g LLDDQ ZODS. .'.ns

cormmnunity’s part in : :
arachad reguiation bes spesific direction on what is required. Pieese note the following factors

which mingars in oy favor;

1.7 am not proposing 2 “basemeni” in the commonly used sense. The area will be used only for

parking snd for siorage: Fema disioguishes thisuse in tneir otnz: regulations whep It comes ¢

fiood prooing.

- 2. IT my nrovm was 2 commersial o 1cal. m:aa.t:nsn 5] wamc v.be eble

:
6
]
| B
?
ﬂ

_,IO neve ungsr g‘uu.uu u::_b._'L;..g HERE -== -—-‘:U—"—L—--'—‘-—k For ficod = oo = IS m—v-‘ =g
5. The _Joo:"_o'q I=min --«:':rsa*:::i [ bet ’e 3:101' 10 the ‘:svm this ieves now uejlalaass D»

DIropEnTy Irom Ffoods’ wmum irvoudook &t t the ms,_n_. come not Trom ths oosen, bt from the miv

Tlooding, if any + om_\ se low velosiy and sazliow dus 10 the proiacuon of the Leves,

. Tach vear the city continuss 1o build 2 berm on the beach during the winter months. DL_

lest nommific winter, the pasking ot in back of my property sizyved 2s dry S8 hope. -

I b

g you will review the attazhed Gocument, you Wwill see that my property would obvionsly mest
all of the other Femne oritetion for & variance guwte. T am willing to spand the monay 1 flood
proot the basemen: according 10 YOUN/ED SNOIDSST'S ma"'.‘leGES

SCalz

A5 we discussed, T am only omlo.m_ & 1750 sq. Toot house. I¥] must patk above ground, this
would reduce an zireadv modest house (py anyons's R“tanam_t) 1 2 tiny houvsz, This vpsof
houss would almoest cermainiy be ¢ :ﬁc_h\ Hmited 25 t wowld not make sense 1o spend es muzh
money on sush 2 praject The :"s_l' wouid te Jusi another boyy, drah house.

e in s

With ell due respect sooner or larer the City must reaiize fnxt this valuabie jand cannot be
'a)

zllowsd to remain 2 sort of Zeach Gheno. Toe pemking is currendly ali done in the sethacks, Half
e Icnaﬁts neve cons‘—'u-L_\_ iliegal ocean view decks. All of the properties on my block are

e al o]

2 B 8 T
SVES0TCE | S‘ DElﬁ.lIlE nem would maeke them “stuck o™,



601003 2
o ATTACHMENT

s here e several large mulg-story propares within on nl'm. of rme. ina S*JOL D20 AL Jezst
sinpf the0ther-owne 2rs- 6ﬁ=m€"'séﬁ*ﬁ“bmm Tnevisse all-bzen supporove orm Dlans. T hey neve
ell exproessd doing the same thing if ] cap prove 11is doam= Jnox have all o::rsrsd 0 sv:nd
l-..L.L”“'é_M-‘WJ..JC. =lp. Cons=quently, onze fhe pel} is rolu_ng BRSOl Ba gy inorom sridl
Srst and will ®sock our™ doss not msen s I do oot

p==F -

_uan:._ m the block. Just becauss [ am e
“3._:0 ™ i m- s*s:;:: pign, I: just means T gm the st

1 would Like vou 1o note that there is ons ownsr who '-uc:es;*uln completad £ two unit Sondo

project on Brighton with undsrground aauunr {est vzar, He is approx 20 22t out sids the flood

zope, 1 would be. surprisad if the flood map is wuly accuras to withip 20 fect, Acmally, be is only

, the send. As we discussad, Quigs is e commercial projsct that was built with

- apows 30 fest Tom
undarground perking using flood proodng.

(S-S W

entefronm 2 pracucal .sranu:mmt TorsWvhet Tpropose. 1 am 2sidng
rcu z um- nsmumz} on e Da:‘i of vou a.na vour staff. ] live and work ip Oczan Bzach, It would

be & grost ﬂarf‘qrm for m= o have 1o move somewhere sise iz arder 1o ve in & bigesr house,

TtherdE "E:rrmmm pRaiacl SIODPers GTHE TDAT e ZDAVE, ipi Sass 'B“mtzm%:m Ty atisadon

e =

’.: \IOL nEve angy Ot. s Anos D ‘=°Q‘° |°“| :"C w0 D‘mE tn.,...; O Wy E—:‘:nﬂﬂ‘l as V@':L i 21T .Ll ‘X.lDl‘

JZT L0S2R

It is myv hope that my homs will be the swarnt of & very :x:lt'mg and pieasing revitelizaton of the

Dlo-f}-, . . N X \
I appreciats vour kind sn=ntion and hei

Sio 33"2

T2

T

3
ceam¥

h'"‘"

/e



BT enEnger -

=& Underaroung | g

I e R O

R Tt ol ok
From: Latiz Iskandar PRLIRR S OPRIC , TTAGHMENT
Te: Davidstzbpins@cax.nat ‘ 07 BER 1 PE |15
Date; 1904/2005 2015032 P R Ue
Subject Fz: Unbaroround parking / 7T3F $1075Y Siedhips.rasidznce
- = = SEnTATOY L O
. _
=i Davig, :

Slzzse nots the following information in response 10 your lstier dated O::obwé_f 2005, ATier ressipt
of vour lgtisr, | brouant this proiect forward 1o Managemeni for discussion, Mauagemem have reviswed
tre DI’D""" and suppors the slaﬁ s infiial detarmination that Citv 5iaT cannot suppar ths requa st for an
underground parking for the projest she, As the cavelopmani is taking piacs wi';'-)in the 100 Yz ar
rloog :Jl-m zone, senain standardsiregulstion d25igh my 'si be zpplied, and the projszi z& praz=ntad

by .,amr:a! zncz wiih Ciiy urau._”-, whish 232 noi zllow

jor consuction

inciuding the requasi for Variance of gavialion 15 ot

balow grads in thess circumsiances. A3 notad praviously in our sarly 2ssessrmani repoms
applicani shall demonstrats ::Jmor'nan:: with the SDMC

ina! in order for staff 10 suppon the project

- saciion g‘l £2.0145(c)(B) raquirem=n. in regard 10 develooment within & Special Flood Hazarg Arsz and
naving the iowsst fioor, insiuding bassment, slevated a l_._m 2 fest anov: the Szss fiood eievsation,
City siaff recommands {h onow inz:

1) medesian the
supporting

Horizonial ofisals,.

aulk snhg acale.

"2y A4poiizant may coniazi |

rmation, ols
Appiicant

Should vou cho

o= to continus prosessing, this appiication r
1

Range Planning sisff will considsr

g orojest io masi the zbove reguirementis - Long |
the projesi zs ) ng 23 t e propesad struciure ulilizes jenestrztion, balepnize, variidal ang
arohiisciural d—:—'amn.. and arfisuiation 1o braak up ma building f2cades and minimize
. v s i
= avision, .For zddiional

2guires e Frocess 3 decision by & ‘Hearing

Cifizer, Uingar the prasent sirsumsiances, sizfi wouls racommant denial of vour reguest-howavar; the

Hzaring Ofizsr who-will copduzt ihe Tuture heaning on this mahar may epprove, conditio '-=lw =oorove of
= gany the appiizalion &i z '13L ==0 publiz hearing. The dacision of the —!eam* Tificer may be aa:;camr- 0

ihe iai‘lﬂl"t : Commission. A cazision by the Pianning Commission is the final d2zision by th2 Civ. Since

the DTOJ of lies within the Cc izl Commission appeaiable arse, ihe projacimay oe appealed 1o the

_,an.om,,c zsial Commission .

Fizzse don't neshials o vaH me I vou hevs any qusstiors,

Thanks-

Lazilz tskandsar

Dzveicpment Prolect Managear

Davefopmen Sarvices

1Z2% First Ave., 5in rloor, M3 507

Szn Diegn, CA E21071-4305

Shions: 51R £458.2257; Fax 518 445.5488 )

Emall liskandar@sanoiegs.gov

Websiis: www.sanCi230.20V

= //4{/’// )/

[


http://www.ssndiego.gov

POLICY REVIEW CUNIVILL LELD
0e100% o erracrhEh
DAFRR .- 12-22-04 E 7__“ e
COMMUNITY PLAN: O:lean Beach 07 HELR L PE | 02
PLANNER: Kempton CAN DIEGO, CALL
PROJECT I\‘U"IE Steb.bins ragidence ok

PTS/PROJECT NO.: 31676

)
]
t
@]
p._i
—
port
g
fag)

CPA_ INITIATION
DEVELOPMENT PRQJECT WITH CF A (initiation date )

| DEVELOPMENT PROJECT V'ITHOUT CPA
POLICY ISSUE

XL

lZlL

© ASSOCIATED DISCRETIONARY PERMITS:CDP

- DPM: L. Isl:axidé_r

pa—

{H"‘
//9_5/1-
o !

- L ] T . ) ) :
PROJ"?‘éT DESCRIPTION: CDP to demolish zn existing one-story dupiex and construct a
“pew.2, '.&1’1 sg.ft. three-story single dweliing tnit on 2 2,500 sq. ft. iot located at 3166 W, Point
Lome Bivd.; designated for medium density r=~51d=~nt1al (25 du/ac) in the RM-2-4 zon=.
Coastal Zone appea.anla, Cozstal Height.Limit Overizy Zone, Airport Environs Overlay

Zone, Alrport Anproach Overlay Zooe.

s /}M'Q-a Ah

ISSUES:Bulk & scale witk neighboring development plus views, light & 2ir. The porthers
section of W. Point Loma bas been largely redeveioped with prﬂoommatﬂn inres-story
siructures bt th*s saction of W, Point Loma, south of Voltaire, is ap enciave of sixteern ope-
story structures that is typical of ¢he "small sczale/nistoric corrages” identified in the OB
Precise Plan, Scraping one of these duplexes and building 2 three-story residence would
sdverselv zffect the above policies, 25 described below.

PRCIomn je2 A



POLILUY FEYLIEW LUNMIVILL LD ;

001006 .
AT TROEMENT 2

VI

G\ ?J

Th&éi:r‘mp_'osal would adversaiy affect the following polizies in the Oczan Beach Precise Plan:
"That views available from elevated 2rezs and those adjazent to the beaches and ocearn be
preserved and enbanced wherever possible” Propesal would block views frem elevated
areas as well 25 those adjacent to the beaches 28 proposal is on the first public ROW from the
ocean. Proposal would also zdversely affeci the foliowing policy: "That yards ang coverage
be ad=duat’= to insure provision of ight and air to surrounding properties, and thai th ose -
reguirements be more stringent v&n re necessary for buildings over two stories in beioht and
for lots greater than 40" in width. " Proposal would cast shadows over neighboring
buildines/residences and impact air circulation. Because toere can be no habitable sp ace on
the first fioor in the fiood plain the applicant is faced with building & much larger structure
thap the original or pot receiving much bepefit, in terms of FAR (from originaf) by building
up onlv Two stories. corsidering the 25% parking reguirement in the RM-2-4 zons.

DP‘,ID—'_.*"?I&
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ME SiTY OF SAN DIEGD
Deveicomen! Services

“2ZZ First Avenut. San Diege, OA S0 =154

Vislble Transoarent

Has . interse:ting Features
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sarisipenis ner ban Diepo Date Pressssing

Comaorahorn gxsuthe sy Laslity ansng rom its vse,

THIS MAP S PROVICED WITHDOUT WARRANTY DF
ANY KIND, STTHER, EXPRIES OR IMPLIZD,
INSLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED 70, THE IMPLIED
WARRANTIES OF MERZHANTABILITY anND
FITNZES FOR A PARTIZCULAR PURPDEE

FROPRIZTARY INFORMATION: Tne vse of Inis
WRIETTANDN IS DUTTURNL 18 BUDliTense 2preamen only.
Ay resals or rei 15 p & thiz imrommauon
sronlbhal, #XoECl N DTTDICANSE wilt suon subhitensin,
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CHRISTIAN WHEELER FTTACTIMEN
I S RN f:

RESPONISETO

GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW OF DOCUMEINTS

OPOSED SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE
5166 WERT POINT LOMA BOULEVARD
P DISGO, CALIFORNIA

9760 + FAXY B56-406.673g



It it our opinion that conswusdon het ot Gestabliize agiazent nron 2rny o

rezult inosertiemens of the DTN Donne

3 1 . H e 1 - ..
ical consulmnt indicates that conswucuon ewarenng may --:w.m noszitiement of adimcenar

ingdizars if a0verss =ffazrs aze unzvoidzalﬁ.

[n

i 5 our opinion that the dewatering operanion might cause som

f5inTiCaTEd in the paotechnizal report, i i3

ridement Of ymprOVEMENT O ent properw. We are no: mdizzung thzi the gewersasing

::rl--..hn ofn agjasent croperuss, 17iide

\ : - L
rmar o, rs T - - - S,
tha] 2an be SZSUV JIDAMTEC In EOOIDOD TO

ozzuz, we expecr it will resnls in
: D 't Defoss and afier the deu-zt::ing ODErALON, We

Jawatenng operaton b: periomn 0 a Joczlzed basis {28 practzzl) in order o

1
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Sproific recommendzuen: for DOIh montioning and dewatsning ooezation s

-

) ilie ADDTODIRIS CONTAZID

ne potenzal for & flow

2
[0
0.
i*

I e (“"lFILnV‘"K ]"'1"] Terrai AGO .Dm' Foin: ; or '1';9_,10- matemals g

below exising grades), 1T is OUr ODInOn that the potendal for iatera) soresd 2nd 2 flow side

. . . o - . - \ - .
ey Iow, even owvon thers ip e ooinits (ve ’JF‘EET‘::Z"“'"‘:E) DrODamlTY O 3uzh 725 aven: nrousrino
= - K =Ining.

Cint Commenz.

.o \ -
uDizin the s cnifizanze

&)

Frovigs tzoonzle for con

) | Dy.z submianing szrthouaie or volianic =ruption, Hiswomealiy, th

Tsunamos are great s2a Wavet produced DY.A SUDMIANING 25T
- o . T : . - . .
San Dispo ares has been rzs of tsunami-related hazarts anc sunamus reazhing San Diego hzve paneraly
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ITI8PM 2/Z7/07
Laita Iskandar {Liskencar@sandizoo.gov) 07

AT

To! irb223@hotmail.com

Cor o savawstls m:;u_:»f nst; jimbzliob@nhotmall.com; Mike Wastiaks

—

(MWestlake@sandizgo.gov); Sabring Curtin (SCurtin@sandiego.gov); Siaphep Lindsay
(Slindsav@sandi=go.gov)

Subiact: Re: Sizbbins rasidence guastions after reading the MND

Mr. Zarkman,
Pizasa 522 my rasponsas balow with ragard to your inguiry.

0. What iz the purposs of the 5 L high retaining walls prooosed on both sides of the
P e |

undarground garzgz/basemant?

£. The rataining wall ars on both sid=s of the Grfvav;ay Lo retain the soil anc support the
structurs ‘ )

oL

Q. Woulg ths bass of thass walls be at currantly existing crads of st the excavatad for
parking lot grace?

5 Tnz bass of thes walis will o2 at tha sama l2val 25 the bzsement grads,
Q. Would these walis bz north, south, =ast, or wast of proposad underground parking?
&, Thnz propesad rsisining walls will b2 on the 2251 and wast sids of the driveway,

Q. The MND mantions Toundstion pragparation for ligusfaction mitigation, What =xactlv iz
proposad to mitigats liquetaction.(sinking columns to

badrock, gensification of unaerlying soil)? I don't 522 how & maraly £ & excavation for
carking could mitigats liguaraction unizss columns wears sunk to badrock). Isz 6 7L
excavziion 2nough for undergrouns parking?

A, Tnz projace's f_: niczl consultant, has addrasseg the ligueiaciion potential of tha
sitz. Thay indizats surficial iavar of bzach 02posiis 11 10 about 15-f22t das

scaptible to
iz a>'ae:‘_er3 o
st the
t foungstion 1 addition, ths
i

! Qﬁsiﬂ:—ao 5

roundwatar, thass d:—:p U
o3 =cl Struc Lura

F3CUion. _ycawtlo
t of these deposi

rigic -Jncreit

3 (
~h
Q
=1
—
o \P
[§1]
L'J
D ]

unoeriiz the site, iow a
zarthguaks m:u:ed liguers
r2move the uppsr -
proposed r=sid5n-:s is foungsd on 2

~h
[y
s

[41]

10
=
.
= r

consuliant recommancs removing anc Compaciing 50il to 2 g2oth of 1 Toot balow thz
oroptsad miat foundation. The consuitant indicates that the anti:?psted ilgusfaciion
induced saflemant will be 3bout 2.8 and 1.5-inchas, 1otal 2nd @ ‘

" -
Y f,- /.—-97"-6-.,/[, 7

Z
o


http://SLindsayip3andieGo.gov
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A2

TTACKMERNT 7

_=talis oF the dasign will bz raviswad 2t the building parmit phizss of ul— Dropos20,

HDV‘:'ID_)II 20,

“0). Has staff consigared any alarnatives to the propesad pian 7 If not, why not?
&, No, 3%aff only raviaws anc commsnis on Drojecis proposed,

0. Whst is the document which sigias that thz so' irez of 100 vaar fiood woulZ De siorm
niin

drain overflow? 13 that documant available 0

£ This informatin is basad on the master drainage pian for Oczan 32ach, preparad in
1008, during & 100-yzar aveant, the peak dischargs is higher than the capadity of the

storm drain systam, which would result in ponding within this low-lying arsz. I don't
baiizves this information is on iin2.

0. Hzs the site bean 23528828 fOr 0C23N ﬂooa ng? At the hzaring

i
iz rasidence had 2-3 L of waisr which caused substantial
I'E is difficult to beiisve that was from only urban ficoding with no oczan

=5 in this arze

™
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7y fo Eem st CSrn AT TOe Nere == INELITENCS = ooii=g MRYS anmsumeonTon e
LU LR N Y e ) O ) [ et i R 1d e S et e o S T S i S N ok Lok DI PE R SR L S IR T =

B th propesed sub-surfacs arking/besemanty

L, Yzs,

1w

0. Waould the city bs rasponsiblz for relecation expensss of any ranter of the duplax
and/or nzarby duplaxas if thay redavalop?

. Np, because this arsz dozs not mest thz Co a:Tal Dvarlay 20N AR
Rapizcement Raguiations reguiramant, 23 the asmoiition invoivas las
£ 5Truc

within on CTurs

IS
str
0. The ravised MND statas: "With regards 1o thz dawataring
't‘hrouu‘n the discretionary procass; howavar, compliance with cad
dewataring 23 outiinad abovs would pracluda potential impacis FE::J| mg

3i

i

#ailurs." Whzt is the source of this siatzmant? Couldn't dewatering this
s.li"wsr rrTa. s watsr flow a3nd rise to other n2arby residancas and undarmi

Tounsations?

s"ruri, re wiil requirs dewatering.

ll‘

or‘—‘" ichion of ths subiarranzan p:)rtiaﬂ" of th
_,_n'm.a} -Di“SJlIE‘] indicatad that the daws Iﬂg “’]FGhZ cause Mminor set
Giacent propartizs resuliing in minor cosmigtic rilnre;s that can D: 555”\, repairad.

__] :']>

tl! s

ﬂ

; Q
{]}

2y recommengad that thz Condinon of sirLicturss and imorovamants adiacant © the
=ct property b2 documentsd ‘bafors the dawsisring operstions e; nanc bs

ub l..-...

monitorad during the dewstaring oparztion. In zd4ition, the consultant recommands

J‘]

Ul —

-2

& neighboring residen:
I

ttlemeant

i

W)
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M 2 locziizad bzsiz (25 oraciical) in ordar to

©r
L1}
)
L
-,
1
3
th
o

C)

i

~3T The dawaisring orogran

minimize possitle m.)a

manks, Laiiz

AM >>>

(3
I=-*

(93]
J-.

“>>> "Rapdy Barkman” <irb2z2@nhotmazil.coim> 2/5/2007

s |

ms, iskangar:

Aftar mors raviaw of the MND, 1 have the following guestionz. If you wisn, for your
sonvenience, 1 couid amail directly to the projact analysy/MND zuthor--if vou orovide me
nis/her amail.

th
m

[{}]
(£ 4]

o

=)

1. What is ths purpos

& 7L high rztaining wa“: proposad on both sides of tha
undarground garage/! T

ne?

.U
[L
]3]

i*ase of thesz walls bz at currantly existing grade or at tha axcavatad for

2, Would &
:arkn- lat

3. Woulci thass walls be north, south, £2st, or wast of proposad undarground parking?

& The MND maniions founcation preparation Tor figusiaction mitigation, What sxaciy is

T

propcsed to miticate liguefaction (sinking columns t©

., D=7 on of underying soil)? 1 on't 32¢ how s maraly & ft axcevation for
par}\ina could mitigate liguetaciion uniass columns wers sunk to badrock). Is a6 ft.

axcavation snough for undarground parking?

siderad anv altarnatives to tha propesad pian ? If not, why not?

U
m
in
u
u
(A1)

th= sourcs of 100 yzar fiood would bz storm

5. Wha ic thz documant whizh s':=‘ i
ole oniine?

drain ovamow? 1s that dotuiment

llJ i
=
‘U m

7. Haz the site basn 23328320 for oczan fiooding? At the hsaring, 2 naighboring rasidant
tastifieg that in '82-82, hiz residance had Z-3 71 Of watar which c3usad subsiantial
oroperty tose, It is difficult to beiieve that was from only urban flooding with no ozzan

- ,-.-..‘-._..-.. o on

8. is the ownar awars of the NFIP HIGH insurance rate issuss 1 have documantad dus
to the propossd sub-surace parking/basement?

2. Would the city be rasponaible for ralocation expansss of any ranisr of the duplax
and/or naarby duplexas if thay radavalon? '

10. The reviseg MND staizs; "With regards 10 ths cewsatsring Dl_n, it is not enforcad
through the discrationary procass; howsavar, compiiancs with the procadures for
dewaterin-;- 25 puilinad zhova would praclugs potental impacis rasulting from aroung
failurs.” What is £he source of this statemant? Coulan't dewstzring this sitzs create 2
suhsurtace watsr flow and riss T0 Othar NSardY rasidancss and uncarmins thair

founosiions?
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Mr. Stephen Lindszy o ' [\“““"'—'ﬁ/\‘/
o -

Deve ..",!DIT!‘SH:

Dzar Sreve:

Fer our phone zonversatian lzst week it 18 my undersmanding thar we will 1oz be 'nei.. o the five(5} foot maximum depth £ pE
Seidw T!D::' fine leve! sor the fiosr of the faregs 25 indizzzed in the SEMA rnacerial | sen: o you . This reguiremean: “.L/
appsars not o be apDh' bie to cur singie project reguest Tar the bzsemem aiicwzn:& in Tha fioodpiain, Our Carage fioor 4
witl be aporox, £ 5 =gt below the ﬂood tevel o' 8.&. | would like o request a auick response aknowliedging this _J

infarmagon o chat we zan revise pur slans acsordingly for resubmiz=l,

“u

;e‘u'm SEThE LN £xand provide : surfare parkes mrnort instead, thar
T wowig be an” FCTESODIE AitArTanve ai the parking surface is aliowed

1 als= undersmand that fwes
S

i
- evar though this suriazs waum D& BEiow”
remaining nvmg wrsz is above the ficsd fine luval,

2t existing grade £5 long a5 the !

| fook forward to your reponse.

Simzersiy

3oz Fiem
Prolem: firchizest’

2220 SHILTIR IsLAaND DRIVE, SUITE 208 San DIifso, CALITORNIA S 108
(S123E23-08352 (S18,222-223¢
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ang agdresses of all persons who have an interest in the propenty, recorded or otherwise, and siats the typs of propeny imsrest
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Additional pages atiached 2 Yes O No

Name of INaIVIaual (Type of pring): v Name ol InQvIgual (type of primi,).
L e A2 ' S
/_3?1/;.") L7 e AR S

~z Dw'ner’, ~ DO Tenantlesses: A 2 Dwner T Tenant/Lessse
s . 1 A7 ' —-—

e R va I Ve TNy = I A
Sireat ADdress: . . — Sweel Agdrees:

— T - e PR S | H

S, i nS el ~ [ =7 '_f ! |'

.Y City/Siae/Zig;

AN s A At822806/7Y
s ,
el

ane'Nc:\‘%_I/\ N F_af f\}g: ;o Fnone No: < OFay Ne
o~ z =[S T - .

Name o mnamviauzl {ivbe of print):

Chiv/S12te/Ziz:

Name o1 Ingiviaual {fyDe of DIt

Q Dwner D TenanvLessee 2 Owner 0 TenanivLecsze

Ciy/SiatedZic: Citv/SiatedZip:

- i m = jm =) ] ~ -
Prnone N x Fax NC nene No Fax No
Signamre : Dais Signiature Tate
Name i INGVIaUAl (IYDE OF DIINL Na&ME o1 Ingiviaual {iyps of prifi).

0 Owner 2 TeranVlezses ‘ 3 Owrer O JenanlLesses

City/Siaiasziz:

Phons NG - ) Fax Ng:

Signatuie

.
AL

1
o
T

Tnis iniormation is gvailebig’'in aliemative formats for persons wiln cisapilitie
this iriormation in aherneiive format, call (519) 4458-52442 or (B00) 7:3.2228 (TDD) .
£ 10 222 U3 On the Worlc Wide Web 21 www.santGiego.oovidaveloomeni-sarvice

R EEY



http://www.sandieaD.oov/develogmeni-services

City of San Diego

] Developm
] Ser\nces

355

L4

eﬁ’i“

%@%E

Mitigated Negative Declaration

Land Bevelopment
Review Division
(6189) 446-5460 Project No. _51076

SUBJECT:

UPDATE:

UPDATE:

11/62/2006
and

01/23/2007

Stebbins Residence: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and 2 COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT to demolish a single-level 1,250 square-foot residence and construct a 1,749 square-
foot, three-level single dwelling unit with 2 subterranean parking garage on a 2,500 square-
foot lot. . The proposed project is located at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the Ocean
Beach Community Planning Area, Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), Coastal Height
Limitation Overlay Zone, Au‘port Environs Overlay Zone (AEOZ), Alrport Approach
Overlay Zone (AAOZ) and the Ocean Beach Cottage Emerging Historic Disirict. Legal
Description: bet13-efBlock-4i-Map- 1814 Wonderland-Beack. Lot 14, Block 80 of Ocean
Bay Beach Map No. 1189. Applicant: David Stebbins.

Subsequent to the end of the public review period for the environmental document,
additional information was provided resulting in minor revision to the Mitigated
Negative Declaration. Section 15073.5 (c){4) of the California Environmental Quahty
Anf Guidelines stateg that recirculatinn of the Mi hnnfnrl T\onuhvn hnnlnrnhnn is not -

. required when new information is added to the declaratlon “which merely clarifies,
amplifies, or makes insignificant modifications to the negative declaration. Minor
revisions have been made to the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study.
‘These revisions do not affect the conclusions of the environmental document. Al
changes and additions are shown in strikeeut/underline format.

Minor revisions to this document have been made when compared to the
final Mitigated Negative Declaration. The changes do not affect the
environmental analyms or conclusions of this do_cument. All

revisions are shown in a double strikeout/ underjine format.

I PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study.

II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study.

II. DETERMINATION:

The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that the proposed project could
‘have a significant environmental effect in the following areas(s): Archaeology. Subsequent -
revisions in the project proposal create the specific mitigation 1dentified in Section V of this
Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project as'revised now avoids or mitigates the potentially

si gmﬁcant envirohmental effects previously identified, and the preparation 'of an Environmental
Impact Report will not be required.

<

DOCUMENTATION:

Q The attached Imtial Sfudy documents the reasons to support the above Determination.

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:



The mitigation monitoring and reporting program will require additional fees and/or deposits to be
collected prior to the issuance of buliding permits, certificates of occupancy and/or final maps to
ensure the successfil completion of the monitoring program.

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (ARCHAEOLOGY)

I. Prior to Permit Issuance _
A. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check

1.

Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, including but not limited to,
the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits, but prior to
the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director
(ADD) Environmental designee shall verify that the requirements for Archaeological
Monitoring and Native American monitoring, if applicable, have been noted on the
appropriate construction documents. '

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD

1.

The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring Coordination
(MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and the names of all
persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, as defined in the City of San
Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If applicable, individuals involved in the
archaeological monitoring program must have comnleted the 40-hour HAZWOPER
training with certification documentation.

MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI and ail

. persons involved in the archaeclogical monitoring of the project.

Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain approval from MMC for any personnel
changes associated with the monitoring program.

I1. Prior to Start of Construction
A. Verification of Records Search

1.

2.

3.

The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search (1/4 mile
radins) has been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy of a
confirmation letter from South Coast Information Center, or, if the search was in-house, a
letter of verification from the PI stating that the search was completed.

The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the % mile radius.

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings

1.

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange a Precon
Meeting that shall include the PI, Construction Manager (CM) and/or Grading Contractor,
Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, and MMC. The qualified
Archaeologist shall attend any grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make
comments and/or suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.



a. If the PIis unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a focused
Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate, prior to the start of
any work that requires monitoring.

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored
~a. Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit an

-
3.

b.

Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) based on the appropriate
construction documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC ideniifyving the areas to
be monitored including the delineation of grading/excavation limits.

The AME shall be based on the results of 2 site specific records search as well
as information regarding existing known soil conditions (native or formation).

When Monitoring Wiil Occur

a.

b.

_Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule

to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur.
The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This
request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final
construction documents which indicate site conditions such as depth of
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase
the potential for resources to be present.

HI. During Construction

A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching
The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching
activities which could result in impacts to archaeological resources as identified
on the AME. The Construction Manager is responsible for notifying the RE,
PI, and MMC of changes to any construction activities.

1.

The monitor shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record
(CSVR). The CSVR’s shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of
monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring
Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies
to MMC.

The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as modemn
disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, presence of
fossil formations, or when native soils are encountered may reduce or increase the
potential for resources to be present.

B. Discovery Notification Process

L.

In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the contractor
to temporarily divert frenching activities in the area of discovery and immediately
notify the RE or BI, as appropriate.

The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the
discovery.



3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also
submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.

C. Determination of Significance

1. The Pl and Native American representative, if applicable, shall evaluate the
significance of the resource. If Human Remains are involved, foliow protocol in
Section IV below.

a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance
determination and shall also submit 2 letter to MMC indicating whether
additional mitigation is required.

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data
Recovery Program (ADRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts
to significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities
in the area of discovery will be allowed to resume.

¢. Ifresource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating
that artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final
Monitoring Report. The letter shall also indicate that that no further work is

required.

Discovery of Human Remains

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and the following
procedures set forth in the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097 98) and State
Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken:

A. Notification _

1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, MMC, and the
PL if the Monitor is not qualified as a PI. MMC will notify the appropnate Senior
Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS).

2. The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in
person or via telephone.

B. Isolate discovery site

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the dlscovery and any nearby
area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a
determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI
concerning the provenience of the remains.

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, shall determine the need for a
field examination to determine the provenience.

3, If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner shall determine
with input from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native
American origin.

C. IfHuman Remains ARE determined to be Natwe American

1. The Medical Examiner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC). By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call.

2, The NAHC shall contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner, after Medical Examiner
has completed coordination.



3. NAHC shall identify the person or persons determined to be the Most Likely
. Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information..

4. The PI shall coordinate with the MLD for additional consultation.

5. Disposition of Native American Human Remains shall be determined between the
MLD and the PI, IF:

a. The NAHC 1s unable to i1dentify the MLD, OR the MLD falled to make a
recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the Commission; OR;
b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the
MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails
to provide measures acceptable to the landowner.
D. If Human Remains are NOT Native American

1. The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic era
context of the burial.

2. The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the PI
and City staff (PRC 5097.98).

3. If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and
conveyed to the Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for internment of the
human remains shall be made in consultation with MMC, EAS, the
applicant/landowner and the Museum of Man.

V. Night Work
A. If night work 1s included in the contract -
. 1. When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and timing shall
' ‘be presented and discussed at the precon meeting.
2. The following procedures shall be followed.
a. No Discoveries
In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night work, The PI
shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC via fax by 9am
the following morming, if possible.
b. Discoveries
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections Il - During Construction, and IV - Discovery
of Human Remains.
c. Potentially Significant Discoveries
If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the
procedures detailed under Section I - During Construction shall be followed.
d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM the following morning to
report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section ITI-B, unless other
specific arrangements have been made. '
B. If night work becomes necessary during the course of construction
1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BL, as appropriate, a Immmum
of 24 hours before the work 1s to begin.
2. The RE, or Bl as appropriate, shall notify MMC nmned.tately
C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.



VI

Post Construction
A. Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report

1.

3.
4,

5.

The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative)
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the
Archaeological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for
review and approval within 90 days following the completion of monitoring,

a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft
Monitoring Report.

b. Recording Sites with State of California Departient of Parks and Recreation
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of
California Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any
significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the
Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s Historical

" Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the South Coastal
Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report.

MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for rewsmn or, for

preparation of the Final Report.

The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval.
MM chall 'n-rnmrhu written verification tp the PI of the approved report,

MMC shall noufy the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring
Report submittals and approvals.

B. Handling of Artifacts

1.

2.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to identify
function and chronology as they relate to the history of the area; that faunal
material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are completed, as
appropriate.

C. Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification

L.

2.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the
survey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated with
an appropriate institution. This shall be completed in consultation with MMC and
the Native American representative, as applicable.

The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in
the Final Momnitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC.

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

1.

The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the RE
or Bl as appropriate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 days
after notification from MMC that the draft report has been approved.

The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance
Verification from the curation institution.



VL PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:
Draft copies or notice of this Mitigated Negative Declaration were distributed to:

City of San Diego

Development Services Department

Council District 2

Development Project Manager, Laila Iskandar
LDR-Planning, Corey Braun
LDR-Engineering, Sean Torres

Plan-Long Range Planning, Tony Kempton
Historical Resources Board, Mike Tudury
BDR-Geology, Jim Quinn

Other

James Scott Fleming

David Stebbins

Terry Brierton

Ocean Beach Planning Board

(Ocean Beach Town Council

Ocean Beach Merchants Association

VII. RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:

(X) No comments were received during the public input period.

() Comments were received but did not address the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
finding or the accuracy/completeness of the Inittal Study. No response is necessary.
The letters are attached.

() Comments addressing the findings of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and/or
accuracy or completeness of the Initial Study were received during the public input
period. The letters and responses follow.

Copies of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting
Program and any Initial Study material are available in the office of the Land Development
Review Division for review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction.

Lttat, M September 15. 2006

Allison Sherwood, Senior Planner Date of Draft Report
Development Services Department
October 30. 2006

Date of Final Report

Analyst: Cass November 02. 2006
Date of Revised Final

January 23. 2007
Date of 2™ Revised Final




City of San Diego

Development Services Department ~

LAND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501

San Diego, CA 92101

(619) 446-6460

INITIAL STUDY
Project No. _31076 _

SUBJECT: Stebbins Residence: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and a COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to demolish a single-level 1,250 square- foot residence
-and construct a 1,749 square-foot, three-level single dwelling unit with a
subterranean parkmg garage on a 2,500 square-foot lot. The proposed project is
jocated at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the Ocean Beach Community
Planning Area, Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), Coastal Height Limitation
Overlay Zone, Airport Environs Overlay Zone (AEOZ), Airport Approach Overlay

Zone (AAOZ) and the Ocean Beach Cottage Emerging Historic District. Legal

Description: bet13-efBlock4+Map1814-Wonderland Beach: Lot 14. Block 90
of Ocean Bay Beach Map No. 1189. Applicant: David Stebbins.

I. PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATURES:

The proposed project is a SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and a COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, to be considered by the Planning Commission (Process 4),
for the demolition of a single-level 1,250 square-foot duplex and the construction of a
three-level, 1,749 square-foot, single-family dwelling unit with a 2-car subterranean
garage on a 2 500 square- _foot lot located af 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the
Ocean Beach Commumty Planning Area (See Figures 1 &2).

The site is located within the 100-year floodplain (FEMA Zone A). As such, the project
1s required to comply with the Supplemental Regulatlons for Spemal Flood Haza.rd Areas
as descnbed in SDMC sectlon 143 0146 (C) (6) e

development of theremdenual structur fo be at 7.1 feet below the Base Flood Elevation
where 2 feet above the Based Flood Elevation is required. '

The proposed 1,749 square-foot single-family residence would include an office, master
bedroom and two bathrooms at the first level; a kitchen, dining room and a living room at
the second level, and a loft on the third-floor level (which is open to the second-floor
level). The project would also include a subterranean two-car garage with a storage area.

" Exterior treatments include a stucco finish with glass blocks located on the north, south
and west sides of the single-family residence. The second and third levels would include
a foam shape comice that would border each of those levels. Pipe railing would border
the top of each level, along with a 2 % foot glass rail on both the second and third level
decks on the west side of the structure, The eastern half of the roof would consist of a
downward sloping concfete flat tile roofing, while the west half of the roof would consist
of a flat roof (Figure 3).



The project site would continue to be accessed from West Point Loma Boulevard. Site
drainage would be directed into the existing drainage system located on West Point Loma
Boulevard via a sump pump and sidewalk underlain. Six-foot retaining walls would be
constructed on both sides of the proposed subterranean garage. Grading would consist of
approximately 190 cubic-yards of cut at depths to approximately 6 feet. The site is
located within the Coastal Height Limitation Overlay Zone, and as such complies with
the 30° height limit with a proposed height of 29°6".

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The previously developed 0.057-acre project site is located at 5166 West Point Loma
Boulevard in Ocean Beach Planning Area. The site is designated Residential in the
Ocean Beach Precise Plan, and is zoned RM-2-4 (Residential-Multiple Unit; permits a
maximum density of 1 dwelling unit for each 1,750 square feet of lot area). Adjacent
land uses include residential uses to the south, east, west. Ocean Beach Park is adjacent
to the northwest and the Pacific Ocean is further northwest.

The proposed development site is located within an existing urbanized area currently
served by police, fire, and emergency medical services. The location of the proposed
development is approximately 0.6 miles away from the City of San Diego’s Fire Station
15 which is Jocated at 4711 Voltaire Street.

The property is developed with a single-level duplex. The developed site is relatlvelv
devoid of native vegetation and is relatwely flat with an on-site elevation of 8 feet above

mean sea level (AMSL). The site is neither within nor adjacent to Multi-Habitat Planning
Area (MHPA) lands,

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: See attached Initial Study checklist.

DISCUSSION:
Duriﬁg the environmental review of the project, it was determined that construction

could potentially result in significant but mitigable impacts in the following
area(s): Historical Resources (A rchaeology)

Historical Resources (Archaeologv):

According to the City’s Historical Resources Sensitivity Map, the site is located in an

area with a high potential for subsurface archaeological resources. The project would
export approximately 190 cubic-yards of excavation. Due to the quantity of cut, the
previously recorded archeological finds in close proximity to the site, and the potential for
. grading activities to impact archeological finds on-site, archeological monitoring would .
be required during grading activities. In the event that such resources are discovered,
excavation would be halted or diverted, to allow recovery, evaluation, and recordation of
materials, A Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program, contained in Section V of
the attached Mitigated Negative Declaration, would mitigate potentially significant
archaeological resource impacts to below a level of significance.



The following environmental issues were considered in depth during the environmental
review of the project and determined NOT to be potentially significant: Geology, Visual
Effects/Public Views, Historical Resources (Architecture), Air Quality/Public Safety,
Neighborhood Character.

Geologv

A Geotechnical Investigation and responses to reviews of the submitted documents were
prepared for the project by Christian Wheeler Engineering titled, “Proposed Single
Family Residence, 6155 West Point Loma Boulevard, San Diego CA,” dated June 14,
2004 and August 05, 2005 respectively. The reports are summarized herein.

The project site is located within the City of San Diego geologic hazard categories 31 and
52. Hazard Category 52 is described as “other level areas gently sloping to steep terrain,
favorable geologic structure, and low risk.” Hazard category 31 refers to areas that are
susceptible to liquefaction. The geotechnical report indicated that shallow groundwater is .
present at the site and that strong earthquake shaking may affect the site. A liquefaction
analysis was performed to assess the probability of liquefaction. The results of the
analysis indicate that the saturated portions of the beach deposits underlying the site

- possess factors-of-safety against soil liquefaction ranging from 0.4 to 0.7. As such, the
site is subject to liquefaction. However, site preparation and foundation
recommendations provide a life-safety performance level acceptable for the proposed
single-family residence.

As delineated on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), panels 1613F prepared by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency, the site is located within the 100-year
floodplain, and the garage would be below the 100-year flood level. The site is
considered suitabie for the proposed development provided the conditions in the
Geotechnical Investigation are implemented. During exploratory borings; the
groundwater table was found at a depth of approximately 5 feet below existing site grades
(Elevation of 3 foot MSL) and is anticipated to fluctuate within 4 feet of existing site
grades (Elevation 4 foot MSL). The subterranean garage, which would have a depth of 6
feet below existing grades, would be at least two feet below the high groundwater table.
As such, a dewatering plan would be necessary during construction.

As outlined in Section 02140 of the City of San Diego CWP Guidelines. the
responsibility for conducting the dewatering operation in a manner which will protect
adjacent structures and facilities rests solely with the contractor. The contractor would
make an independent investigation of the soil and eroundwater conditions at the site.
Prior to commencement of excavations. a detailed plan and schedule, with description.
for dewatering of excavation would be submitted with the dewatering plan. The plan
would be siened bv a California registered Civil Engineer, Geotechnical Engineer,
Engineerineg Geologist or Hvdrogeologist with experience of at least one dewatering
operation of similar magnitude. Additionally, where critical structures or facilities exist
- immediately adjacent to areas of proposed dewatering, reference points would be
established and observed dailv to detect any settlement which may develop. A daily
report would be maintained which would document the following: Groundwater elevation

and changes m elevation of_ reference points to detect settlement in adjacent structures.
After dewatering is discontinued, a weekly report would be maintained for two months




recording anv chanege in elevation of reference points to detect setilement in adjacent
structures. Additionallv. the contractor would be responsible for obtaining an Industrial
Waste Discharge Permit from the Citv’s Metropolitan Wastewater Department. which
would allow treated water to be dischareed into the Citv's sewer svstem.

The report concludes that the proposed property would be suitable for the proposed
construction provided the conclusions within the report are implemented. The
recommended measures would be conditions of the permit, and therefore permit issuance
would preciude a significant impact from geologic conditions.

With regards to the dewatering plan, it 1s not enforced through the discretionary process:
however. compliance with the procedures for dewatering as outlined above would
preclude potential impacts resulting from ground failure.

Visual Effects/Public Views:

- A project would be considered to cause a significant effect o views under the California
* Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) if the project would either substantially block a
public view through a designated public view corridor, or cause a substantial view .
blockage of a public resource that is considered significant by the apphcab]c community
plan. No designated public views within the project area are identified in the Ocean
Beach Community Plan or Local Coastal Program. Additionally, the project would have
to conform to San Diego Municipal Code section 132.0403 (b), which states that, “A
visual corridor of not less than the side yard setbacks or more than ten feet in width,
running the full depth of the premises, shall be preserved as a deed restriction as a
condition of the Coastal Development Permit whenever the following conditions exist:
(1) the proposed development lies between the shoreline and the first public roadway and
(2) the requirements for the visual corridor 1s feasible and will serve to preserve, enhance
or restore public vwws of the ocean or shoreline as identified in the apphcablc
community plan.”

In accordance with SDMC 132.0403 (b), the applicant would be required to record a deed
restriction preserving a visual corridor of 3 feet along the eastern property line and 3 feet
along the western property line, running the full depth of the premises, which would be a
condition of the Coastal Development Permit, ‘

The height of the proj ect would not exceed 30 feet at the highest point. The second floor,
which is 744 square-feet, has been scaled back from the first floor, which is 815 square-
feet. The third story, which is 190 square-feet, incorporates a sloped roof (5:12 pitch).
Compliance with the 30 foot height restriction, the deed restriction preserving a visual
cormdor pursuant to SDMC 132.0403 (b) and the proposed design of the scaled back
second and third floors would preclude a significant impact to views.

Historical Resources ( Architecture):

As a baseline, the City of San Diego has established a threshold of 45 years of age to
determine historical significance under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). CEQA Public Resources Code section 21084.1 states that “a project that may -
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 2 historical resource is a project
that may cause a significant effect on the environment.” A historical resource is a
resource that is listed in, or determined to be eligible for, the California Register of
Historical Resources. Historical resources that are listed in a local historical register are



presumed to be historically significant, unless a preponderance of the evidence indicates
the resource is historically significant.

The duplex proposed for demolition was constructed in 1955; and was therefore, further
evaluated to determine historical significance under CEQA. The Environmental Analysis
Section and the Historical Resources Board staff reviewed the structure and determined
that the structure does not posses integrity of setting, location, design, materials,
workmanship, or association with individuals of local, statewide or national importance.
The structure does not meet the any of the criteria for historical designation.

With regards to listing in a local register, the site is located within the geographic
boundaries of the Ocean Beach Emerging Historic District (OBC-EHD) and was
evaluated for the structure’s potential contribution to the emerging district. The OBC-
EHD is a locally designated historic district that 1s listed on a local register of historical
resources; therefore, the OBC-EHD meets the defimition of a historical resource pursuant
to section 5024.1 of the CEQA Public Resources Code. '

However, the duplex does not meet the 1887-1931 period of significance established for
the emerging district, as the duplex was constructed in 1955, Furthermore, the duplex -
does not meet the architectural qualities or description that the majority of current
contributors to the district posses, i.e. Craftsman Bungaiows, Craftsman Cottages. Given
that the duplex 1s not listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, nor is the structure a contributor to the OBC-EHD, demohlition of the duplex
would not result in an adverse effect to a historical resource.

Neiehborhood Character:

A project would be considered to cause a significant effect to neighborhood character
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) if the project would exceed the
height or bulk regulations and the existing patterns of development in the surrounding
area by a significant margin.

The proposed project would conform to all of the zoning regulations of the underiying
zone pertaining to height and floor-area ratio (FAR). Additionally. there are similar
developments, in terms of bulk and scale. in close proximity to the subiect property. As
such, project implementation would not result in a significant impact to neighborhood
character. :

Ailr Qualitv/Public Safetv:

The project is proposing to demolish a duplex which may contain asbestos and lead-based
paint and if so, could potentially pose a nisk to human health and public safety. While the
City of San Diego does not have permitting authority over the handling of hazardous
material, all demolition activities must be conducted in accordance with the San Diego
County Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Rules 361.140 through 361.156 and the
California Code of Regulations Title 8 and 17 regarding the handling and dlsposal of
Asbestos-containing materials and Lead-based paints, respectively.

The SDAPCD requires a project follow special procedures during demolition, renovation,
and removal of asbestos containing material. In addition, the SDAPCD must be notified
in writing at least 10 days in advance of any demolition regardless of whether any
asbestos 1s present or not. Failure to meet these requirements would resuit in the issuance
of a Notice of Violation.



If the testing shows the presence of asbestos or lead-based paints, then proper precautions
must be made during the removal and disposal of asbestos or lead-based paint containing
materials. The removal and disposal of these materials is regulated by state agencies
(Cal-OSHA and Cal-EPA), the SDAPCD, and the County of San Diego Department of
Environmental Health (DEH). These agencies ensure that the demolition crew, adjacent
residents, or other individuals are not exposed to these hazardous building materials.

Because the above-mentioned State and County agencies oversee asbestos and lead-based
paint removal, and it is required of the applicant to notify these agencies prior to any -
demnolition activities as per state and county law, human health and public safety impacts
due to the demolition of the on-site structures would be below a level of significance.
Notice to the SDAPCD is required and would be incorporated as a condition of the
permit. Therefore, no mitigation would be required.

V. RECOMMENDATION:

On the basis of this im'tial evaluation:

T A —o R T wrou 21 wmt lamvrn o ot r-v-o-\ gnn-\f' :.J:C.ar-f An tha snynranmant
+ 0l PICPUSCA Projeol WOULMG G0 4GaVi a &l oAl +oCL Qi (00 SRVITCINICTIL,

ang a NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepa.red

X Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the .
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the

mitigation measures described in Section IV above have been added to the

project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared.

The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT should be requu'ed

PROJECT ANALYST: Cass

Attachments: Figure 1 (Location Map)
Figure 2 (Site Plan)
Figure 3 (Elevations)
Checklist
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Initial Study Checklist

Date: September 22, 2005
Project No.: 51076
Name of Project: Stebbins Residence

0T ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS:

The purpose of the Initial Study is to identify the potential for significant environmental impacts
which could be associated with a project pursuant to Section 15063 of the State CEQA
Guidelines. In addition, the Initial Study provides the lead agency with information which forms
the basis for deciding whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Report, Negative Declaration
or Mitigated Negative Declaration. This Checklist provides a means to facilitate early
environmental assessment. However, subsequent to this preliminary review, modifications to the
project may mitigate adverse impacts. All answers of "yes" and "maybe" indicate that there is a

3 10rm1 anvirnmmantal Jmamnnte nmAd thaca Asto imnfRAane nra avnintmad s Qandd e
potential for sipnificant envircnmental impacts and these determsnations are explained in Scotio

IV of the Initial Study.

Yes Mavbe No
L - AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER ~ Will the proposal result in:

A. The obstruction of any vista or scenic view from
a public viewing area? ‘ - A
The project would be required to record a deed
restriction preserving a visual corridor. See -
Visual Effect/Public View discussion in the
Imtial Studv.

B. The creation of a negative aesthetic site or
project? . N .
The project would conform to all height, bulk
and scale regulations. See Neighborhood
Character discussion in the Initial Study.

C. Project bulk, scale, materials, or style
which would be incompatible with surrounding
development? . A .
See I-B. '



Yes

. Substantial alteration to the existing character of
the area? ,
Similar developments in terms of a2rchitectural
stvle exists within the area. See Neighborhood
Character discussion in the Initial Study.

The loss of any distinctive or landmark tree(s),

or a stand of mature trees? _
There are no distinctive or landmark tree(s). ora

stand of mature trees on the site.

Substantial change in topography or ground

surface relief features? -
The project proposes grading: however.

implementation of the project would not result

in a substantial change in topographyv since the

grading i1s minimal and the topographv is flat.

. The loss, covering or modification of any

unique geologic or physical features such as a

natural canyon, sandstone bluff, rock outcrop, or

hiliside with a slope in excess of 25 percent? .
The project site is located on relatively flat land

with no unigue geological features in close
Proximity.

. Substantial light or glare? .
The project does not propose construction with

reflective matenials or outdoor lighting,

Substantial shading of other properties? .
The project’s second and third levels have been

scaled back. and the project complies with the

height repulations. As such. no substantial amount

of shading would occur.

Mavbe

N



Yes

Maybe

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES / NATURAL RESOURCES / MINERAL -

RESOURCES — Would the proposal result in:

A. The loss of availability of a known mineral
resource (e.g., sand or gravel) that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the

state?

The project site 1s on urban land that has been

previously developed. No known mineral

resources are present.

B. The conversion of agricultural land to
nonagricultural use or impairment of the
agricultural productivity of agricultural land?
The project site is located withina developed

urbanized area.

ATR QUALITY — Would the proposal:

“A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the

applicable air quality plan?

The project would not generate vehicle trins.

However, demolition activities could impact air
guality. See Air Quality discussion in the Imtxal

Studv.

B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air

quality violation?
See IH-A.

C. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial

‘poliutant concentrations?

No impact to sensitive recentors would OCCUr.

D. Create objectionable odors affecting a

substantial number of people?

- The proposed project is a single-family

residence and would not generate objectionable

odors,

No



E. Exceed 100 pounds per day of Particulate
Matter 10 (dust)?

There is a potential for the creation of dust
during demolition and grading. However,

grading would not exceed the threshold of 100
pound per dav of particulate matter. The City
Municipal Code requires dust suppression

measures be implemented during construction

F. Alter air movement in the area of the project?

Alr movement would not be suBstantialiy

altered.

G. Cause a substantial alteration in moisture,
or temperature, or any change in climate, either
locally or regionally?
The proiect proposes demolition of a single-
family residence. No such alteration would
occur.

- BIOLOGY — Would the proposal result in:

A. A reduction in the number of any unique,
rare, endangered, sensitive, or fully
protected species of plants or animals?

There are no such species of plants or animals

on or adjacent to the proiect site.

B. A substantial change in the diversity of any

species of animals or plants?
See IV-A.

C. Introduction of invasive species of plants into
the area?
Landscaping would be in conformance with the
City’s Landscape Technical Manual.

D. Interference with the movement of any
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors?
No such cornidors exist on or adjacent to the
project site. o

Yes

Maybe

. B

.



E. An impact to a sensitive habitat,
including, but not limited to streamside
vegetation, aquatic, riparian, oak woodland,
coastal sage scrub or chaparral? . —_—
See IV-A,

F. An impact on City, State, or federally regulated
wetlands (including, but not limited to, coastal
salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption or other means?
There are no wetlands on-site. - .

G. Conflict with the provisions of the City’s
Multiple Species Conservation Program
Subarea Plan or other approved local,
regional or state habitat conservation
plan? S —
Froject s not willun or adjacent fo the MEHPA,

See IV-A.

. V. ENERGY — Would the proposal:

A. Result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or
energy {e.g. natural gas)? - —_
The proposed residential development would
not use excessive amounts of fuel or energy.

B. Result in the use of excessive amounts of

power? _ .
See V-A,

VI. GEOLOGY/SOILS - Would the proposal:

A. Expose people or property to geologic
hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, _
mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards? _ N
The proposed project lies within Geologic
Hazard Zone 52 and zone 31. See Geology
discussion and discussion in the Initial Studv.

_ B. Result in a substantial increase in wind or
water erosion of soils, éither on or off the site? _ .
No such erosion would occur.




C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that 1s
unstable or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

See VI-A.

HISTORICAL RESOURCES — Would the proposal result i

A Alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric
or historic archaeological site?
The project site is located within an area that
1s considered a high sensitivity area for archaeological
finds. As such. archaeological monitoring would
be required during grading. See Initial Studv Discussion.,

B. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a
' prehistoric or historic building, structure,

object, or site? :
The project proposes to demolish a single-
familv residence which was determined not to
possess any potential for architectural
significance, architect of note, resident/owner of
note or an association with a significant event.
See Historical (Architecture) discussion in the
Initial Study.

C. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to an
architecturally significant building, structure, or
object?

See VII-B.

D. Any impact to existing religious or sacred uses
within the potential impact area?
No documented areas of religious or sacred uses
within the potential impact area,

}f
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E. The disturbance of any human remains,
including those inteired outside of formal
cemeteries? ' N
No such documented areas are iocated within the
potential impact area. '

‘HUMAN HEALTH / PUBLIC SAFETY / HAZARDOQUS MATERIALS: Would the
proposal; '

A. Create any known health hazard
(excluding mental health)? o A
Project implementation would not result in
any know health hazard. Proper handling of
potential asbesios containine matenials would be

reguired during demolition activities. See Air

Quality discussion in the Initial Study.

B. Expose people or the environment to
a significant hazard through the routine

deson e e St e Aieinmmal s b fmaend s
-..u.uuri\.u by Wrs UL \.u.uyunu.& i GoZardous

materials? : S - _‘j
The project proposes no transportation. usage or
disposal of hazardous materials.

C. Create 2 future risk of an explosion or the
release of hazardous substances (including
but not limited to gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals,
radiation, or explosives)? e
No such risk of an explosion would occur.

D. Impair implementation of, or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan? — v
The project would not interfere with such plans.

E. Belocated on a site which is included on a
list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5
and, as a result, create a significant
hazard to the public or environment? ' N
The site is not listed on the County’s DEH SAM '
case listing.




F. Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment? _ .
See VIII-A.

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY - Would the proposa] result in:

A. An increase in pollutant discharges, including
down stream sedimentation, to receiving
waters during or following construction?
Constder water quality parameters such as
temperature dissolved oxygen, turbidity and
other typical storm water pollutants. —
No such increase is expected.

B. An increase in impervious surfaces and
associlated increased runoff? o
An increase in impervious surfaces would
occur: however, appropriate Best Management
Practices would be required as conditions of

the permit.

C. Substantial alteration to on- and off-site
drainage patterns due to changes in runoff
flow rates or volumes? _
The project would not result in 2 change to
the drainage pattern. Drainage would be filtered
bv pervious planted areas before being
discharged into West Point Loma Boulevard.

D. Discharge of identified poliutants to
an already impaired water body (as listed
on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list)?
See IX-C.



E. A potentially significant adverse u‘npact on
ground water quality?
Water would be treated beforé being discharged
mto the storm drain. As such, the project would
not result in 2 significant impact to water quality.,

F. Cause or contribute to an exceedance of
applicable surface or groundwater receiving
water quality objectives or degradation of
beneficial uses?

See IX-A. and -B.

LAND USE — Would the proposal result in:

A. A land use which is inconsistent with
the adopted community plan land use
designation for the site or conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of
an agency with jurisdiction over a project?

™ g - - fa 1
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the site as a Residential (15-24 units/acre for each

i block). The project would not be inconsistent with
the Ocean Beach Communitv Plan. With respect to
underiving zone. the project proposes a deviation for
buildine below the Base Flood Elevation: however,
compliance with engineering standards would preclude

a sienificant impact.

B. A conflict with the goals, objectives
and recommendations of the community
plan in which 1t is located?
See X-A.

C. A conflict with adopted environmental plans,
meluding applicable habitat conservation plans
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect for the area?

The project would not impact anv sensitive biological
resources. Additionallv. the project is not adjacent
‘to the MHPA.

n



D. Physically divide an established community? -
The proposed project is 2 single-familv residential
dwelling unit that would be surrounded by
other residential dwelling units. As such, the project
would not divide zn established communitv.

E. Land uses which are not compatible with
aircraft accident potential as defined by an
adopted airport Airport Comprehensive Land
Use Plan (CLUP)? , .
A recorded avigation easement would be
provided to bring the development into
compliance with the Airport Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (ALUCP).

NOISE} Would the proposal resuit in:

A. A significant increase in the existing ambient
noise levels? _ v

The project 1s a single-family residence and

would not result in an increase to the existing
ambient noise level.

B. Exposure of people to noise levels which
exceed the City's adopted noise ordinance? —_— _ _}L
The site 1s located within a residential area
and would not result in the exposure of people
to noise levels in excess of the Citv’s adopted
noise ordinance.

C. Exposure of people to current or future
transportation noise levels which exceed
standards established in the Transportation
Element of the General Pian or an adopted
airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan? | .
Traffic on West Point Loma Boulevard is welil
below the fransportation standards established in
the Transportation Element of the General Plan.
Additionallv. a recorded avigation easement would
be provided before construction activities commenced,

-10-



XO. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the
proposal impact a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

The project site is underlain by the Bav Point
formation, which has a high potential for
paleontological finds. However. the project -
proposes excavation of 190 cubic-vards at
depths of less than ten feet. Therefore,
paleontoiogical monitoring would notbe .

required.

X, POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the proposal:

A. Induce substantial population growth in
an area, either ditectly {for example, by
. proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?
The project would not induce substantial
population growth.

.B. Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

The project proposes the replacement of a
single-familv residence.

C. Alter the planned location, distribution,
density or growth rate of the population
of an area?
The densitv of the population would not be
increased. - :

-1
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the proposal have an
effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services in any of the following areas:

A. Fire protection? _ -
Proposed project would be developed in an
urbanized area and it is not anticipated to have a
significant affect on fire protection. Fire
Protection would be available to the new

development.

B. Police protection? . - .
Police protection would be available to the new
development. See XTV-A.

C. Schools? L .
The project would not have a significant impact
on schools.

D. Parks or other recreational facilities? — L
No effect would occur,

E. Maintenance of public facilities, including
roads? — —
Maintenance of public facilities would not be
affected with the proiect being developed.
See XIV-A.

F. Other governmental services? S —
No effect would occur. See XIV-A.

XV. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in:

A. Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated? R —
The project would not have an affect on
recreational resources,

-12-



XVL

Yes Maybe
B. Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of
* recreational facilities which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment? . _
No such adverse effects would occur. See X-V.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION — Would the proposal result in:

A. Traffic generation in excess of specific/
community plan allocation? .
The project would not increase traffic.

B. Anincrease in projected traffic which is
substantial in relation to the existing traffic load
and capacity of the street system? _ - _—
See XVI-A.

C. An increased demand for off-site parking? L .
The proj ect would provide adeguate parking.

D. Effects on existing parking? . .
See XVI-A

E. Substantial impact upon existing or planned
© transportation systems? . I
The proposed project would not create a
substantial affect on existing or planned
transportation svstems.

F. Alterations to present circulation movements
including effects on existing public access to
beaches, parks, or other open space areas? . _
Public access to any such areas would not be

impacted.

G. Increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles,
bicyclists or pedestrians due to a proposed, non-
standard design feature (e.g., poor sight distance
or driveway onto an access-restricted roadway)? L _
The project would be designed to engineering
" standards. No such impacts would resuit.

- 13-
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XVIL

Yes Mavbe - No
H. A conflict with adopted policies, plans or -
programs supporting alternative transportation
models (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? - - _;/_
No such impacts would occur. '

UTILITIES = Would the proposal result in a need for new systems, or require substantial
alterations to existing utilities, including:

A. Natural gas? : - L e
The proposed project would not require new : '
svstems or substantial alterations to existing
natural gas uilities,

B. Communications systems? o L <
No new systems or substantial alterations would
be required. See XVII-A.

C. Water? ' _ _ _2/_,

No new systems or substantial alterations would
be required. See XVII-A.

D. Sewer? _ . Y
No new systems or substantial alterations would
be required. See XVII-A.

E. Storm water drainage? _ —_ N
Storm Water drajnage would be developed and
maintained in accordance with the Citv’s Storm
Water Guidelines. No new or substantial
alterations would be required.

F. Solid waste disposal? . _ A
No new svstems or substantial alterations would
be required. See XVII-A.

. WATER CONSERVATION — Would the proposal result in:

A. Use of excessive amounts of water? ‘ . _ +
Project would not use excessive amounts of '
water. L

-14 -



B. Landscaping which is predominantly
non-drought resistant vegetation? -

Landscaping would be consistent with the City’s
Landscaping Regulations. '

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

A. Does the project have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

No sensitive vegetation exists on-site. The
project does not have the potential to affect anv
of the above,

B. Does the project have the potential to achieve
short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals? (A short-term impact on
the environment is one which occurs in a
relatively brief, definitive period of time while
long-term impacts would endure well into the
future.)

Project is consistent with the long-term vision
and would not achieve short-term goals to the
disadvantage of iong-term goals.

C. Does the project have impacts which are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A project may impact on
two or more separate resources where the
impact on each resource is relatively small,
but where the effect of the total of those
impacts on the environment is significant.)
The project would not contribute to cumulative

impacts.

-15-



D. Does the project have environmental effects
which would cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
The proposed project would not cause
substantial adverse environmental effects on
human beings. either directlv or indirectlv.

-16 -



INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

REFERENCES

Aésthetics / Neighborhood Character

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Community Plan.

Local Coastal Plan.

Agricultural Resources / Natural Resources / Mineral Resources
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part I and I,
1973.

California Department of Conservation - Division of Mines and Geology, Mineral Land
Classification.

Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 153 - Significant Resources Maps.

Site Specific Report:

- Alr

California Clean Air Act Guidelines (Indirect Source Control Programs) 1990.
Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - APCD.

Site Specific Report:
Biology

City of San Diego, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Subarea Plan,
1997 '

City of San Diego, MSCP, "Vegetation Communities with Sensitive Species and Vernal
Pools" maps, 1996. '

City of San Diego, MSCP, "Mulﬁple Habitat Planning Area" maps, 1997,

Community Plan - Resource Element.

-17-



California Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity Database, "State
and Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California,” January
2001. '

California Department of Fish & Game, California Natural Diversity Database,
"State and Federally-lisied Endangered and Threatened Animals of California,”
January 2001.

City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines.

Site Specific Report:

V. Energy N/A
VI Geology/Soils
- City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study.
. U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part I and I,
December 1973 and Part III, 1975,
__\_/_“ Site Specific Report: Proposed Single Family Residence, 6155 West Point Loma
Boulevard, San Diego CA, " dated June 14, 2004 and responses dated August 05, 2005,
VII. Historical Resources | |
v City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines.
_~N _ Cityof San Diego Archaeology Library.
v Historical Resources Board List.
__ Community Historical Survey:
. Site Specific Report:
VIII. Human Health / Public éafety / Hazardous Matérials
J

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing, 2004,

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division

- 1% -
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FAA Determination

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use Authorized
1995. '

Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

Site Specific Report:

Hydrology/Water Quality
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flood Insurance Program -
Flood Boundary and Floodway Map.

Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list, dated J uly, 2003,
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d_lists.html).

Land Use

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan.

Airport Comprehensivé Land Use Plan

City of San Diego Zoning Maps

FAA Determination

Noise

Community Plan

San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps.
Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps.
Montgomery Field CNEL Maps.

San Diego Association of Governments - San Diego Regional Average Weekday Traffic
Volumes. '

-19.
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San Diego Metrop.olita.n Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG.
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Site Specific Report:
Paleontological Resources
- City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines.

Deméré, Thomas A., and Stephen L. Walsh, "Paleontological Resources City of San
" Diego," Department of Paleontology San Diego Natural History Museum, 1996.

Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan
Area, California. Del Mar, La Jolla, Point Loma, La Mesa, Poway, and SW 1/4
Escondido 7 1/2 Minute Quadrangles,” California Division of Mines and Geology
Bulletin 200, Sacramento, 1975.

Kennedy, Michael] P., and Siang S. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial Beach and
Otay Mesa Quadrangles, Southern San Diego Metropolitan Area, California,” Map Sheet
29, 1977. _ “

Site Specific Report:

Population / Housing

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan.

Series 8 Population Forecasts, SANDAG.

- QOther:

Public Services

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Community Plan.
Recreational Resources

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan,

Community Plan.
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Department of Park and Recreation
City of San Diego - San Diego Reglonal Bicycling Map

Additional Resources:

Transportation / Circulation

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Community Plan.

San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG. -

San Diego Region Weekday Traffic Volumes, SANDAG.

Site Specific Report:

cava.n

Troes
LLHITIES

Corﬁmum'tv Plan

Water Conservation N/A

Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book. Rev. ed. Menlo Park, CA: Sunset
Magazine.
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Sity of San Diggo o e e -
D;;;lcprnim Servéce’s ~ e = IV E L DEVEIOpment Permf'[
11222 Firsl Ave. « 3rd Floor L TS AR : . .
San Diego, CA 082109-4154 Lt WS OFFIC: Appeal Ap pl;cation
(518) £43-5210 NT.oMRo I', . . _ -
The Sitv or San DiESE www.sanmego.gov/dsvelopmem-sew::esi«'|| L P}k’l I ) ] 335
9/25

See information Bulletin 505, “Developmen:t Parmits Appeal Prosedure” for inf
" = 5‘5‘?‘, UJ:BO. f‘AL.I.—

ype of Appeal:

1T

O Prosess Two Dedision - Appeal o Planning Commissicn : O _Appzal of & Hearing Officer Desision to revoke 2 permit
o Prozess Three Desision - Appezl to Planning Commission :‘Z/F'r:::ess Fo% @e:ision - Appeal 1o City Council

O Brocess Three Desiston - Appeal 10 Board of Zoning Anpeals y ' :

Appeliant Name Please cneck onel Applizarn: T Officially recognized Planning Commities & “inlerestéd Person” (Per M. C. Sez. 113.0163)
! 1.2, Sec. 113

2.

[ amd g 15 d e

2. I"._')c'f-'ij;’v LA Fap '

ACOress v City . Swate  .Zip Code Telephone

I Bor 7098 : St LD i, CA Gasc 2 (275 223 585

. Applicant Name (45 snown on 1he Fermit/Aporoval oeing eppealBs). Compiere if difierent irom 2ppeliant

o e L : 7 . - .-
- .)?'w.,:béfffj NES s '}aﬁ"pJf_CT"/f' o7

In

- i’Dﬁ,’. il Dieh bz

4, Projezt information - ‘
Barmitapproval Baing Appesled & Permil/Approval No.: Date of Decision: City Project Manegar
- F: b . T o foen )
Y | Pneh ], 2007 | Lasly s amads
Desision (describe {neﬂaemiua;amvai aezigion): - . . 8L o N N w A
. . — J LT -
S e e fo it meed e e A Lpngte) Loslegmnil I e ld Ffe i3l

-~ o . : .- .
2. S e e e e Al (pemdZage
z < z

/1 . - .
f./ )Lﬂ'mvﬂ /72':‘ P W e 7 it
£ Reason for Appeal -7 £ New int .
£ New information

¥ ‘Facwal Eror
& Conifiict wilh oiher matiers . 2 Ciy-wice Signitzance [Process Four pesisions oniy)
® Findings Not Buppored

Description of Reasons for Appeg

nacessary.) Se= A et

| (Please relate your descriplion to the allowable reasons for appeal noted above. Atiazh addilional shests if

fv urder panaly of perury thai the foregaing, incivding 2l names and zasresses, is.irus and carres:
B resses e BCl
fGinnd |Zp 727

/ o Date ﬂz{'ﬁé-* f"?’f 2007 -

€. Appellant's Signatwre: | ceri

-

request this informiation in ehernative formal, cali 1813) £46-5246 or {B00) 7352225 (01
D35-3037 (03-023)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY SHEE= _ ' 335

CITY OF SAN DIEGO §/25
DATE ISSUED: ‘ay 16, 2007 REPORT NO g07-081
ATTENTION: Council President and City Council
ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: Development Services Depariment
SUBIJIECT: - 'Si=bbins Residence, Project No. 51078
COUNCIL DISTRICT(S): 2 : A
CONTACT/PHONE NUMBER: Laile iskandar, 619-44£-3267, liskandar@sendisgo. oov

REQUESTED ACTION: This is 2n zppeal of the Planning Commission’s decision 10 approve a
Coastal Developmeni Permit (CDP), and Site Deve ]oprn.,m ermit (SDP) 1o zllow the
demoliton of an existing duplex, and the conszuction of a new three-story single family
residence above a basement garegs, including a deviation from the regulations for Special Fiood

Eazard Arses

TATE RECOMMENDATION: DENY ihe appeal and APPROVE Coastal Development
ermit No. 147134 and Site Development Permit No. 389639, and CERTIFY Mingated
claration No. 51076, and ADOPT the Mitiganon, Monitoring, and Reporing

))
'V
l:),
jaard
.I!
IJ
o
1
N
-+
"y
2
3
-
-
3

)

I

12

D
<
X
]
BH
!:
=G
2‘
j

P N A S S

TYEMTTTVE STIMMARY: Tha nrningt ig inpat

E.
v-r,
',
jap
b
o |
B
Eg
Lfle}

the Ocean Beach Precise Plan. The issue before the Cry Coun;,ﬂ 1sthea
Com:n;ssio_x’s decision 1o allow the demolinion of & one-story duplex, and the consTuction of &

new tores-siory single family residence above 2 basement garage, and aliow for & deviation from

he regulations for Snuma.l Flood Heazard Arsas. The project site is within the 100 vear
nooaplam and is therefore considersd environmentally sensitive land. The property 1s relatdvely
flat with an zievation of 8 feet above mean sea level and doss not include any sensitive
topographical or biologcal resourses. The sit2 18 neither within nor adjacent to Mult-Habitat
Diannmc Area (MHPA) lands, A Mitgated Negative Declaration dated November 2, 2008, hes

sen preparsd for this project in accordance with State CEQA guidelines, and & Mitgation,
Monitoring and Reporting Program is required for A_rcnavoiocma. Resourzes 10 raduce any
potential impacts 10 below & level of signicance.

In additorn, the following environmepial 1ssue s were considered in depth during the
environmental review of the projsct and deterrmuined NCT 1o0de potentially significant: Geology,
Visual Effects/Public Views, Historical Rnsourf*cs (Architecture), Air Quality/Public Safery, and
Nezighborhood Characier, however, no significant impacts were identified.

The requesiad devianon i§ 10 aliow deve lopment of the residential stucture, 1o be a5 7.1 feer
halow the Base Fiood Elevaton whers two (2) Isat above the Base rJood Zisvation is reouired

Staff belisves that MIND No. 51076 adeguately addresses the project’s potentizl impasts, and fhat
implementation of the MMRP would avoid or 1 reduce such impacts 1o below 2 jevel of
signincance
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An appzal'srine rianning Commission's decision was filed asserming factual error, conflict with
er matters, and findings not supported, new information, and ciry-wide significance

(Amachment 13). Staif has providsd 2 response to sach issus and continuss 10 support the
Droject.

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS: None with this acuon. All costs assozi atea with the pro sg5ing
of this project are paid fFom 2 deposit account ma.lma.mnﬂ by the applicans.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL and/or COMMITTEE ACTION: On February 8, 2007, the Planining
Commission raguesied 2 continuance of the sub)ect projeci to a date certain of March 1 2007 1o
address specific 18sues related to fiood-proofing of the propossd strucrure.

The applicant responded to these issues at the March 1, 2007 Planning Commission, hearing,
resulting in unanimous approval by the Planning Commission.

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC QUTREACH ZFFORTS: The Ozean Beach
Plerning Board met op July 5, 2006, There were two motions presented concerning this
DI‘Op"‘I“‘y and neither ons 'oasssd

» The first mortion was 1o approve the project as presented. The motion failed by 2 vote of 4-4-

B

+ The subsegueni motion was 10 deny the project as presented due 10 the pbulk and sczie. This

maotion 2ien faited by u vote pf 22220,

'Various board members noted that the new resiaence would represent 2 significant improvemern
over ine E}JJLDQ duplex, and would improve the cnaracter of ine general nesighborhood. In
additorn. the changs from z duplex 10 & single farmily residence would reduce densitvin the aree

Various board members noted concerns about the neight of the project, and thai other properties
on the biock might be re-developed to similar heights, alisning the character of the neighborhood.
Their concern 1s that subsaguent development might create 2 cormaor of tal buildings on the
plock. The suggestion was to restrict the project to two stories, )

KEY ST -ﬂ&.ﬁ:'-}OL,LJ..RﬂND PROJZCTED IMPACTS: David Stebbins, Owner/Applicant

//./Zf///A ()ézi/ // /7 ///

vla _..SVODaI—' //“ {mens T \_T(a:_lpc /
Dnrwto; d vOepury Chief of Land Us¢ and
Development Services Department Economic Daveiopment:
Originating Department Deputy Chisf/Chief Operating Officer

[N
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O X _ Recorder/Countv Clerk
P.C. Box 1750, MS A33
1600 Pacific Hwy, Room 2
San Diego, CA 92101-242

60
2

roject Numbser: 51076

roject Title: Steobins Residence

.NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

FROM: Ciry of San Diego

Development Services Department
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 '
San Diego, CA 92101

roject Locanon: San Diego, California - The proposed project is located at 5166 West Point Loma Roulevard in the

izean Beach Community Planning Area, Coasial Overlay Zone (appealable area), Coastal Haight I_imirarion Ova*la:\vf
: C : : ’ Al ) = [=x1

one, Airport Environs Overley Zone (AEOZ), Airport Approach Overlay Zone (AAQZ) and the Ocean Beach

ottage Emerging Historic Dismict,

roject Applicant: David Stebbins

5166 Weast Point Loma Boulevard

San Diego, CA 92107
(619) 222-0674

roject Description: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and 2 COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PER.MIT to demolish 2
1gle-ievel 1,250 square-foot residence and conswruct z 1,745 square-foot, three-leve] sincle dwelling un:t with a
g 4 = W, = L 1

Ibterranean parking garage on & 2,500 square-foot lot.

1§ 18 1 advise that the City of San D
ade the following determinations:

|
&-I,
o

g0 Cily LounCi on May 22, 2007, approved ine above described projest and

The project in its approved form wiil, _ X _will not, have a significant effzct on the environmen:

An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project and certifisd pursuant 1o the provisions of

CEQA.

¥ A Mitgated Negative Declaration was prepared Tor this project pursuant 16 the nrovisions of CEQA

An addendum to a Negatve Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA
Record of project approval may b examined at the address above. : ' o

-~

Mitgation measurss ___ wers, X were

"

L, made & condition of the approval of the projact,

is bereby certifi=d that the final environmenial report, including comments and responses, is available 10 the venersl
R .- ~ ~ - - ‘ ' R oo — e a . - N ’ N ~ = L
ibiic af the office of the Land Development Review Division, Fifth Floor, City Operations Building, 1222 First

venue, San Diego, CA 92101,

nalyst;” * Cass

:ference:; California Public Resources Code,

Telephone:  (£19) 246-33

230
Filed by
Signamre
Title

actions 21108.and 211572,
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PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
MINUTES OF REGULAR SCHEDULED MEETING OF
. MARCH 1, 2007
IN CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS - 12" FLOOR
CITY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

CHRONOLOGY OF THE MEETING:

frorm
Chaifperson Schultz called the meeting'to order at 9:08 2.m. Chaimerson Schultz adjourmnsd the
meeting at 10:33 p.m. - '

T TR A R TNTTIE TR, TS WA TTITRLL

‘LL J..L--\U'L.‘k.l- UGN LD .L'!’.L.I'._-J-.&.L.-‘\-J

Chairperson Barry Schultz-present
Vice-Chalrperson Kainleen Garcia- present
Commissioner Robert Griswold- present
Commissioner Gil Cnrai-present
Commissioner Dennis Otsuji- present
Commissioner Eric Nasiuncg- present
Vacancy '

Mary Wrnignt, Planning Deparoment — present
Mike Westlake, Development Services-present
Shiriey Edwards, City Atiomey- prasent
Saprinag Curtin, Recorder-present



PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF MARCH 1, 2007 DAGE
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ITEM-§:

B 3

}
ITEM-G::

——

- EH THE CORRECTIONS INDICATED BY TH PLANNING COMMISSION.
Second by Comrmsswner Ontai. Passed by 2 3-1-1 vote with Commissioner
Griswold voting nay and one vacancy.

C—r

- Coniinued from January 25, 2007 & February 8, QQ(L?/
*LAS PALMAS - PROJECT NO. 92 u-s/

-
-

COMMISSION ACTION:
MOTION BY COM?MISS?ONTT:R GRISWOLD TO CONTINUE TO

MARCH 29, 2007--5¢ cond by Commissioner Otsuji.
Passed i by 2 B {i‘ 1 vote with one wa,ancy

Continued from February § 2007
*STEBBINS RESIDENCE - PROJECT NQ. 51076

Lailz Iskander updated the Commission since the project was heard on Fabruary 8,

ST
-

SDS&LF" SllD submitied 111 favor D\ Devid SI“DDH"S

.....

Speaker siips suomitted in opposidon by Naney Taylor, Wiliiam Wilson, and Landry
Watson.
Public Testimony was closed.

COMMISSION ACTION:

MOTION BY COMMISSIONER GRISW OLD TO CERTIFY MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION NO. 51076, AND ADOPT THE MITIGATION,
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM.

APPROVE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NQ. 147134 AND APPRCVE
SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 389939, '

Second by Commissioner T\*ashmc passed by a 6-0-1 voie with 2 vacar ancy.
Resolu.mﬂ No. 4227-PC, -

LS )



